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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

EVALUATION PURPOSE AND EVALUATION QUESTIONS

The Quality Instruction Towards Access and Basic education Improvement 2 (QITABI 2) literacy

and numeracy study aimstonder st and how studentsd reading and
following the implementation of the QITABI 2 program in grades 2, 3 and 6 in selected schools

throughout Lebanon. This baseline study establishes initial outcome measures in readirggrand m

that will serve as the basis for comparison at endline, after two years of QITABI 2 program

implementation. These data will also be usedrteasureprogress against United States Agency for
International Development (USAID) standard indicators and ptajastoms indicators.

The four research questions of the study are:

1. What are studentsd performance |l evels in reacf
in grades 2, 3, and 67

2. Which factors related to learning continuity, teaching practices anddaovironment are
associated with reading levels?

3. Which factors related to learning continuity, teaching practices and school environment are
associated with math levels?

4. What are the teachers and student s @es2,8ci al al
and 67
BACKGROUND

Over the last three years, Lebanon has been devastated by severe economic and political crises
which resulted in acute currency devaluation, hyperinflation, power outages, gas and fuel shortages,
lack of access to health carersiees, civil turmoil, and increase in poverty. The COMD

pandemic and the Port of Beirut explosion further exacerbated the secmnomic pressures in the
country. The public education sector, which was already reeling under the burden of institutional
and financial constraints, has been heavily affest@ibnwide uprisings that started in October

2019 and the outbreak of COVI19 in February 2020 led to prolonged school closures. Due to
COVID-19, school closures persisted during the 26221 schoolyearandteachers mainly relied

on distance learning to reach students. Howe\aecess to distance learning was very challenging,
particularly for the most vulnerable student®he quality of education in Lebanon has deteriorated
and t he s c hraies hagedprogressvelpincreased across the country. Mental health issues
and psychological distress have also been reported among the youth.

Against this backdrop, the QITABI 2 project (202024) has committed to support learning

recovery in all primey public schools across Leban@ITABI 2 is working in close collaboration

with the Ministry of Education and Higher EducatiddEHEB andthe Center of Educational

Research and Developme(@RDB on the implementation of a learning recovery program in

languages (Arabic, French and English), math, and SEL oveyeamwmeriod. QITABI 2 will train

and coach all grades 1 to 6 language and math teachers in all primary public schools in Lebanon on

how to provideinc | ass support tailored to studentsd need

EVALUATION QUESTIONS, DESIGN, METHODS, AND LIMITATIONS

The QITABI 2 baseline is the first part of a nerperimental crossectional study that aims to
measurestudent performance progress in readifArabic, French or English) and math after project
interventions in primary schools. This approach includes an assessment of student performance in
reading and math at baseline (gest) and endline (podtest) in a representative sample of the
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QITABI 2intervention schools. It also involves surveys with students, teachers, and school principals
to examine factors associated with reading and math outcomes, such as teaching practices, school
environment, SEL needs, and other studemtd teacherrelated fctors.

The baseline was conducted in a representative sample of 278 primary public schools in Lebanon
proportionally distributed in each governorate ahgforeign language of instruction (French or
English). The QITABI 2 assessment team used astagecluster sampling procedure with schools
and students and adopted a random selection process with national representation to ensure that
the baseline findings would be generalizable to all primary public schools in Lebanon.

Sudent performance levels were easured using the Early Grade Reading Assessment (EGRA) and
the Early Grade Math Assessment (EGMA) in grade 2, the Oral Reading Fluency (ORF) in grade 3,
and curriculurdbased assessments (CBA) in reading and math in grades 3 and 6. The tools were
developedn close collaboration with MEHE and CRDP and piloted in 30 public schools across
Lebanon.

The QITABI 2 assessment team produced descriptive statistics, calculated reliability estimates and
conducted inferential analyses for the assessments and the sutaty.

The limitations of the baseline study include the following:

1 Implementation of the study prior to the end of the school year

1 Challenging implementation context

1 Changes to the language of instruction in schools

T Li mited dat a dionalpracicesher 6s i nstruc

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

A total of 14,426 students completed the assessments in grades 2, 3 Aaldlionally, dotal of
1,953 teacheraind 273 school principatesponded to the questionnaireshe main findingand
conclusionsare summarizeih the paragraphs below.

Question 1: What are studentsd performance | evel
English and in math in grades 2, 3 and 67

Unsurprisingly, given the disruptions to the education system in Lebawemthe past three years,
students performed poorly in readingssessments in Arabic, French and English amadin in

grades 2, 3, and 6thereby establishing a low baseline for QITARIM confirming the learning crisis
in Lebanese public schooBudents are performing far below expected levels in reading and math
and have accumulated significant learning gassitR revealed eonsiderabldack of foundational
reading and math skills in the early grades.

Grade 2 students are struggling wilecoding skills and have not reached expected fluency and
reading comprehension levels in Arabic, French and English. They had low performance in math,
scoring poorly on most of the EGMA subtasks

1 In Arabicreadingmostgrade 2 students are reading at the beginner level. In ORF, around
95 percent of students are reading at the beginner level. Only 1 percent of students are
reading at the proficient level or above.

1 In Frenchreading grade 2 students did not develop thbility to decode new words, with
66 percent of studentsinable to read one single nemord and 50 percengettinga zero
scorein ORF.
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1 In Englislreading grade 2 students are struggling with reading giiadlel texts.Students
could notdecode new wordsForty-two (42) percentof studentswere not able to read a
single noaword word and 23 percengot zero scores on ORF.

1 Inmath, grade 2 students are struggling with performing basic subtraction operations and
solving word problemsForty-two (42) percentof students gt a zero score on the
subtraction level 1 subtask and 51 percent of studeyutsa zero score on word problems.

Grade 3 students performed poorly in reading in the three languages and math.

1 In Arabicreading grade 3 studenteesponded correctly, on average, to only 36 percent of
the reading assessment items. Sifkg (65) percent of students scored less than 40
percent.

1 In Frenchreading students responded correctly to only 26 percent of the assessment items.
The large majoty (91 percent) scored less than 40 percent correct.

1 In Englislieading grade 3 students responded, on average, correctly to only 29 percent of
the assessment items. Most students in grade 3 (83 percent) scored less than 40 percent
correct.

1 Inmath, grale 3 students responded correctly to 34 percent of the assessment items: Sixty
nine (69) percent of grade 3 students scored less than 41 percent correct

Grade 6 students had difficulty answering basic comprehension questions and understanding
vocabularyAdditionally, they faced difficulties solving gréeles| problemsn math.

1 In Arabicreading grade 6 students responded correctly to 46 percent of the assessment
items. Thirtyf our (34) percent achieved Oaveraged sc
correct).

1 In Frenchreading grade 6 students, on average, responded correctly to only 30 percent of
the assessment itemEightyone 1) percent of students resporatl correctly to less than
41 percent of the items

1 In Englisieading grade 6 students, on akage, responded correctly to 40 percent of the
assessment itemSixty-four (64) percent of students scored between 0 and 40 percent
correct, while 26 percent scored between 41 and 60 percent correct. Only 10 percent of
the students were able to respond correctly to more than 60 percent of the comprehension
items.

1 In math, grade 6 sdents performed poorly on almost all the domains. On average, they
responded correctly to around 37 percent of the numbers and operations items, 23 percent
of the measurement items, 34 percent of the geometry items and 28 percent of the algebra
items.

Across the grades, teachers estimated that most students were one or two full grades below grade
level at the beginning of the school year. This means that teachers likely needed to focus first on
basic concepts before moving on to grade level content perdirriculum. The effective number of
school days during the 2022022 school year made it difficult for teachers to cover both basic skills
in reading and math and gratéevel materials. Students were not provided enough instructional time
to catch up, mater basic skills, and develop grade level skills during the school year.

Question 2: Which factors related to learning continuity, teaching practices and school
environment are associated with reading levels?

Ensuring learning continuity during periodsdisruptions is linked to better performance in reading.
Students who attended online or distance learning lessons during the previous school year
performed better on the reading assessments. However, providing and attending distance learning
lessons mapot be sufficient to ensure that students are learning and performing at expected levels.
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Teaching quality must be maintained during distance learning lessons for a greater number of
students to benefit from the lessons.

Additionally, students who haveaass to reading materials in various formats, e.g., paper or digital,

whether in school or in the home, perform better than their peers who have limited access to these
resources. Results show that students have very limited contact with reading maiteffaésnch and

Englistat schoolandathomand t hat they donoét often speak tho:
students who use those languages more frequently perform better on reading assessments in French

and English. The ability to use the languagestfuintion regularly, at home and at school, supports

language development and reading skills.

Furthermore, while teachers frequently use some evidebesed instructional practices to teach

reading, e.g., explicit teaching of letter sounds, many do not lead read alouds, or encourage students

to practice independent readinBesultsalsosuggest that teachestruggle with using materials
adapted to studentsd6 |l evels and assessment dat a

Critically, teachers faced challenges completing the curriculum during theZB221school year.

Most language teachers in the three grades (59 péricegrade 3, 61 percent in grades 2 and 6)
reported that they had covered only between 25 and 49 percent of the curriculum as of March/April
2022. About 16 percent of grade 2 teachers, 12 percent of grade 3 teachers, and 4 percent grade 6
teachers statedhat they had not even covered 25 percent of the curriculum. However, only grade 2
and 3 students whose teachers reported covering a higher percentage of the curriculum obtained
higher ORF scores in Arabic language. The data do not reveal other stdijssigaificant

relationships between the percentage of the curriculum that was covered and student reading
performance. This raises questions about the soundness of focusing on covering the entire
curriculum during a tr umeesdardydad ® anprovel studgne ar whi ch
performance.

Question 3: Which factors related to learning continuity, teaching practices and school
environment are associated with math levels?

Sudents who attended online or distance learning lessons nii@guently during periods of school

disruptions performed better on the math assessments. These results show the importance of

ensuring learning continuity to maintain student academic progress across suRgsu#s also

show t hat st udvithrotesj@menteof nath is strongl dorpelated with their

performance. Students in all three grades who stated they like solving problems achieved significantly

hi gher math scores than the students who reporte

While the study did not provide clear results regarding the relationship between teacher

instructional practices and student performance in math, it did note that only half of teachers

provided feedback to students in every or almost every math lesBbis. indicates that students and
teachers may not engage often in mathematical di
conceptual and procedur al math understanding. Fi
performance in math. Students wiiccess to technology at home performed better than students

who did have access to technology.

Like thelanguage teachers, the math teachers faced challenges completing the curriculum during the
20212022 school year. Mogeachersin the three grades (57 percent in grade 2, 60 percent in

grades 3 and 6) reported that they have covered between 25 and 49 percent of the curriculum as of
March/April 2022. Over 28 percent of math teachers stated that they have covered 50 to 75 percent
of the curriculum. Grade 3 students whose teachers reported covering higher percentages of the
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curriculum obtained higher math scores, though the same relationship was not evident in grades 2

and 6.

Question 4: What are the t e aenotonaklearaimgdSEE)t udent s 0

needs in grades 2, 3 and 67

The severe soci@conomic and political crises in Lebanon have led to psychological diatresyy
teachers. A large percentage of the teachexgorted that, on average, in the past two weeks, they
experienced symptoms of depression and anxiety "a few days" to "nearly everyrdeghitrast,

most students in grades 2 and 3 reported feeling happy since tbpeaing of schools for #person
learning, though fewer grade 6 students reported feeling hdpgse days.

Results from this study show some-bangandthdirat i o
performance in reading and mat h. However, th
well-being and student performancas reportel by ot her studies that i
being may influence teaching quality and therefore student performAddéional studies are
recommended to better understand teachersodo a
being on teahing and learning.

RECOMMENDATIONS

The following recommendatiorderive from the findings and conclusions of this study

System Transformatio n

T

Build the resiliency of the education system by bbssingmeasures and processtsat

rapidly andeffectively respond to future disruptionSchoolcommunities should be

prepared and equipped to ensure learning continuity duniealth emergencies, climate
changesvents sociapolitical unress, etc. This may require schools to pivot rapidly to
distane learningprograms, e.g., online learning, distribution of materials, television or radio
programs, etc., foall grads.

CRDP and MEHE should continue the curriculum reform process that was launched prior to
the COVID-19 pandemic. As shown by this studgachers have difficulties completing the
entire curriculum and, when they do, students do not perform better on end of year
assessments. This suggdbat current curricula may beo longer responsive to learning
needs in LebanorCurriculum reform efforts should be evidencdzhsed (e.g., use student
learning outcomes data from Lebanon to support decisions) and incorporate new
international standards such as those found in the Global Proficiency Framework.

Reading and Math Skills Develo pment

1

=a =4 =4

Train teachers, school directors and other instructional leaders on how to give feedback to
improve teaching and learning.

Train and coach teachemn reading instructional practices such as independent reading and
read alous

Train and coach teache on effective strategiehat supportvocabularydevelopment

Provide classrooms with reading materials in French and English.

Institute programs that increase access to written materials in French and English for
students when at home. That may inclug®rrowing books from classroom libraries or

access to online libraries.
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1 Support math teachers with the use of manipulatives during lessons. That includes providing
teachers with handen materials to illustrate mathematical concepts and coaching on how
to use these materials.

1 Develop a stronger evidence base on teacher indinnal practices in Lebanon. Explore
how teachers teach through classroom observations argkjoth interviews to better
understand why teachers adopt some practices and not others.

Social emotional Support

1 Conduct more research to understand the relationship between teaehskbeing and
teaching quality as well aguident wellbeing and student performance.

T Institute programs that s-emogonal tnentaleaacc her sd an
physical welbeing. These may include providing counseling services.
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EVALUATION PURPOSE AND EVALUATION QUESTIONS

EVALUATION PURPOSE

The Quality Instruction Towards Access and Basic education ImprovemetABI 2 literacy

and numeracytudy aims taunderstandhows t udent s® readi ng aewlvethat h
following the implementation of the QITABI 2 programgrades 2, 3 and 6 iaelected schools
throughout Lebanon. This baseline stuebtablishes initial outcome measures in reading and math
that will serve ashe basis for comparison at endlirafter two years of QITABI 2 program
implementationThese data wilalsobe used tomeasure progress againdnited States Agency for
International Development (USAIB}andird indicatorsand project customs indicators

1 ES.11:Percent of learners targeted for USG assistance who attain a minimum-ignzele
proficiency in reading at the end of grade 2

1 ES.12: Percent of learners targeted for USG assistance who attain minimum-tgaele
proficiency in reading at the end of primary school
ES.148: Percent of learners targeted for USG assistance witinenease of at least one
proficiency level in reading at the end of grade 2

1 Custom indicator: Percent of learners showing improvement in math

EVALUATION QUESTIONS
The four evaluatiomuestiongfor this studyare as follows:

1. What ar e pefarmadcelevelssndreading Arabic, French and English andnath
ingades 2, 3, and 6?

2.  Which factors related tdearning continuity, teaching practices authool environmenare
associated with reading levels?

3. Which factors related tdearning continuity, teaching practices and school environrment
associated with math levels?

4. What are the t e aocthandesotiana kdarningS&ldheeddsingrades 2, 3
and &

BACKGROUND

Over the last three yeis, Lebanon has been devastated by severe economic and political crises
whichresulted inacute currency devaluation, hyperinflation, power outages, gas and fuel shortages,
lack of access to health care services, civil turmoil, and increase in povéhy COVID'19

pandemic and the Port of Beirut explosion further exacerbated the secmnomic pressures in the
country. The public education sector, which was already reeling under the burden of institutional
and financial constraints, has been heafflyctediivvvi

Findings from th&JSAIDfunded andQITABI 2led LearningRecoverySudy revealed grave
concernsregarding the quality of student learning in public schdaléing two school years heavily
affected by social and economipheavals and the COVADO pandemicThe Learning Recovery
Studyshowed that ove91 percent of students igrade 2 andyade 3 were reading at the beginner
levelvi The results though alarming, were not surprising given theltiple crises that have hihe
country since 201@nd whichled to three consecutive years of school disruptions.
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Nationwide uprisingthat started in October 2019 and the outbreak of COVAI® in February 2020

led to prolonged school closurel March 2020the Ministry ofEducation and Higher Education
(MEHE introduced three distance learning tracksmprised oftelevision broadcasts fayades 9

and 12, learning through online platfornasdthe distribution ofhard copies of lessorts students

which were implementethroughthe end of the school year in May 2020. It is estimated that, out of
the 26 schooling weeks agreed upon by MEHE in 20%6identsonly received12 to 18 weekof
schoolingn 20192020 Due to COVID-19, school closures persisteduring the2020-2021 school

year. MEHE reduced the number of teaching days from 130 days (26 weeks, 5 days per week) to 72
days (18 weeks, 4 days per weglgnd issued an abridged curriculum in collaboration it

Center of Educational Research addvelopment CRDB .

Duringthe 202-2021 schoolear,teachersmainly relied on distance learnitgreach students
However, most of the teachers who participated in thearningRecoverySudy in April 2021
reported that the distance learning delivemas of poor qualityi Access to distance learning was
very challengingparticularly for the most vulnerable students<v Lack of devices, bad Internet
connectivity, powercuts and lack ogkills in Information and communications technoldgyT] were
reported as being the major barriers to the implementation of distance learning, and particularly
online learningvixviDuring the2021:2022schoolyear t e a ¢ h eisrapied schoolingkne s
public schools. Teachevgere on strike for a significant portion of the school year, between
December 2021 and March 20221t is estimated thapublic schoolgunctioned for21 to 25 days

by the end oflanuary 2022 and 34 day$y the endof March 2022x Therefore, out of thel 0 4
teaching days set by MEHE for the 2€2122 school year (26 teaching weeks including 4 weeks for
support and 4 weeks for exanys) it is estimated that the total number of teaching days did not
exceed 59This steag, criticaldecline in the number of dayof schooling in public schoatser the
past decadés emblematic of systemic issuigt negatively impact learning outcomes

Exhibitl: Reduction ithe Number oDfficialSchool Days in Lebanon

170 days
20102016

130 days
20162020

72 days
20202021

Up to 59
effective

schooling

104 days LEVD

2021-
2022

The alarming socieconomic situation and the school disruptions over the last three ybawe

further exacerbated prexisting systemichallengeto the education system and the learning crisis

The quality of educatiom Lebaon has deterioratedixiixxvand the schoa @ropout rates have

progressively increasl across the country~ Mental health issues and psychological distress have

also been reported among the youthix«ixxvii Parents, teachers, and principals who patrticipated in

the LearningRecoveryS udy expressed worries ab4bpercentdie st ude
teachers and4 percent of principals reported that most of their studentsgrade 2 andyade 3

feel anxious or sad.
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Against this backdrop, the QITABI 2 proje@0132024)has committed to support learning

recovery in all primary public schools across Lebanon. QITARInded by USAID, aims to build the
Lebanese education systemds i nsrelianceultisdledbyal capaci
World Learning, in partnership with Ana Aqra, American Lebanese Learning Center, International

Rescue Committee, @hManagement Systems International (MSI). The project seeks to improve the
provision of educational services specifically in reading and writing, math, and SEL skills of girls and

boys in Lebanon, both in private and public sector schools. QITABI 2 addréds®e specific

outcomes:

1 Outcome 1: Improved student performance in readingiting and math
1 Outcome 2: Improved social and emotional learning
1 Outcome 3: Improved nationdével service delivery of education

QITABI 2 is working in close collaboratiovith the MEHE and CRDBnN the implementation of a
learning recovery program in languages (Arabic, French and English), math, andr@Biwo-year
period. QITABI 2 willtrain and coach alirade 1 to 6 language and math teachers in all primary
public schools in Lebanon drow to providein-c | ass support tailored to st
selection of QITABI 2 educational materials will be used, including diagnostic and formative
assessment tools, emergent reader/matkits, elessons, and SEictivities. The teacher training
programcomprisesfive phaseandfocuses mainly on the curriculum learning outcomes, assessment
practices and differentiated instructipteaching and learning strategiasduse ofin-class support
resources.Teachers e expected to implementhis new learningih-class support approaddt the
beginning of the 2022023 school year. QITABI 2 learning facilitators will work in close
collaboration with the MEHE coaches from the Department of Orientation and Guidance (DIOPS)
enhance the implementation of thogramand provide support to teachers.

EVALUATION METHODS AND LIMITATIONS

METHODOLOGY OVERVIEW

The QITABI 2 baseline is the first part of a nerperimental crossectional study that aims to
measurestudent performace progress in reading (Arabic, FrermhEnglish) and math aftproject
interventions in primary schools. This approach includes an assessment of student performance in
reading and math at baseline (gest) and endline (podest) in a representativeample othe

QITABI 2 intervention schooldt also involvesurveys with students, teachers, and school principals
to examine factors associated with reading and math outcomes,agtelching practices, school
environment, SEL needs, and other studemtd teacherelated factors.

The baseline was conducted in a representative saof@&@8 primary public schools Lebanon
proportionally distributedn eachgovernorate and foreign language of instruction (French or
English)The QITABI 2assessment t@aused a twestage cluster sampling procedure with schools
and studentaindadopted a random selection process with national representation to ensure that
the baseline findings would be generalizable to all primary public schools in Lebamaifculate he
sample size tguarantedhat the study is sufficiently powered to detect effects between baseline

and endlinethe QITABI 2 team set design parameters based on values drawn from previous QITABI
studies, and on other typical values for statistical poesd statistical significan¢&nnex|l provides

more details orthe sampling procedures)
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In stage two, data collection teams selecgtddentsfrom gades 2, 3 and & each schodlrom a
randomly selected classroom secti@in schools with multiple classrooms per grade, only one
classroomsection was selectefibr the study) Ingrade 2,the data collection teams randomly
selected10 studens, five boys and five girla mixed schots. All grade 2 students completed one
EGRA with Arabic andecond language, i.e., French or Enghigshtasks and one EGMAlus the
student questionnairdn grades 3 and,8he sampleincludedall students of a randomly selected
section The selected students completed tweadingassessments, one in Arabic and one in the
language of instructioof the school, i.e., French or English, and amthassessmentn addition to
the studen questiomaire Furthermore in grade 3, the selected students completed the ORF
subtasks in Arabic and in French or Enghile all studentof the selected classroom section in
grade 3 and grade @mpleted the assessments, oy randomly selected students in grade 3
completed the ORF subtask ad@® randomly selected students in both grades completed the
student questionnairelhe students and teacher selected for each grade were from the same
classroomsection

Exhibi2: TwoSageCustersamplingrocedure

Stagel: Schools Stage2: Students
A AGrade

overnorate
ALanguage of instruction AGender (boy or girl)

The student performanckevels weremeasured using the Early Grade Reading Assessment (EGRA)

and the Early Grade Math Assessment (EGMAyadle 2, the Oral Reading Fluency (ORFyiade

3, andcurriculumbasedassessmerst(CBA) in reading and math igrades 3 and 6The tools were

develomd in close collaboration with MEHE and CRDP and pildate80 public schoolacross
LebanonAnnexllli ncl udes an overview of Exhhbit@belowo!| sd devel
presents the main literacy and numeracy domains assessed in grades 2, 3 ateltGaiNdifferent

reading tools were developed fahe reading assessmentAmabic, Frenchand EnglishContent for

the math assessment toolgasfirst developed irEnglish and Frencthé main languages of

instructionfor mathin public schoolsand was then translated into Arabic for use il schools

where math is taught in Arabic.

ExhibiB: Assessment Subtasks and Domains by Grade

Reading Assessments (Arabic, French & English) Math Tools

Grade 2 Grade 3 Grades 3 & 6 Grade 2 Grades 3 & 6
EGRA CBA EGMA CBA
Listening ORF Listening Number Number &
comprehension Comprehension Identification operations
Syllable Segmentatig Reading Number Geometry
Letter Sound Comprehension Discrimination Measurement
Identification Vocabulary Missing Number | Algebra (Grade 6
Non-Word Reading Addition 1 only)
ORF Addition 2 Statistics (Grade 6
Reading Subtraction 1 only)
Comprehension Subtraction 2
Word Problems

The contextualquestionnairesdministeredo students, teachers and principaddresshe
following topics: 1spoken languages anelding activities in the three languages at hdtpe
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instructional methods and practices for teaching reading and;8atharningenvironment at home
and accesstotechnology students and;5  eatbhdesbdbs8Eennebtdment
gradesand 6)physical and learning school environment.

TIMELINE

In January 2021he QITABI 2 team resumed preparations foristbasele study, which was
originally scheduled for April 2020, but which wagpeded by the COVIED outbreak and the
resulting school closuregxhibit4 below showshe timeline of the study, with a focus dhe tool
development and pilotingrocess the sampleselection the training of data collection teamthe
operational data collection, data analysis and reporting of findings.

Exhibi#: Timeline of the Baseline Study

Piloting of Tools Training of Data Data Analysis

& DataAnalysis i . -
JanFeb Y Feb-Mar Collection Teams Mar -Apr & Reporting of Findings

2020 School 2022
closures

COVID

JanFeb May-Aug
outbreak 5099 2022 2022
Initial Tools Tools Finalization Operational Data
Development & Sample Selection Collection
FIELD WORK

The baseline data collection throughout Lebanon started on Madcand ended on April 20, 2022
A local subcontractoprovided logistical supporby recruiting150 enumerators36 supervisorand
nineregional coordinatorgéo conduct the studyacross Lebaon. QITABI 2 hired & Quality Control
Officers QCOs) to lead thetrainingof the data Exhibis: Distribution of Schools by Governorate

collectors oversee the data collection process and [
implement quality assurance measures. The QITAL A
2 assessment team implemented-ddy training
workshop for enumertors, supervisors, and regiona
coordinators in March 2022.

North
36 schools
4 teams

Prior to data collection, MEHE approved all school
based activities related to this study. During data

collection, assessment teams collected verbal %;‘1
consent fromall participantsSchool principés,

teaches and studentgprovided verbatonsent The
teams did not seek parental consent for student
participation sincEHE authorized the study and 37‘;"'
s t u & eamesdvere not collected during the

process All student dataare anonymousno

personal identifies were collectedEnumerators and
supervisors administered the tools and surveys ove

Mount

Lebanon v

41 schools .~

7 teams (/J

/" Baalbek-
Hermel
35 schools
4 teams

/

Nabatieh
35 schools
S teams
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two days in each school. Thepnducted oneon-one administation of the EGRA and EGMA tools

in grade 2and ORF subtask in gradeu3ing theMSidevelgped MYNAdata collection application on
tablets. Students in grades 3 and 6 used assessment booklets and answer sheets to complete the
group-administered CBAs in reading and math. The assessment team worked daily on scanning the
answer sheets which were ogerted into electronically stored data.

To ensure the reliability of the datshe QITABI 2 teamimplemented quality assurance measures
which includedbservationf testingsessionsreview of data on the EGRA/EGMA dashboard,
verification of CBA answesheets, implementation of feedback sessions,@ed Rater Reliability
(IRR)testing The IRR testing aims t@port how consistently the enumerators were rating the
student sd per f or ma nrct@al, heenubé&dRofs candudie@E3ERRAets for
EGRA an®65 IRRests for EGMA, which constitutesround 9percentof the total number of
EGRAEGMAtests.

DATA ANALYSIS

The QITABI 2assessment teaproduced descriptive statistics, calculated reliability estimabets
conducted inferential analyses for the assessmamdsthe surveys data. The descriptive statistics
comprisecalculations of average scores, analyses of frequencies, andistdbritions. The
inferential statistics includetests, analyes of variance ANOVAS with pairwise comparison<hi
square tests, and Pearson correlatidnsexamine the relationships between the performance levels
in Arabic, French/English, and Math, and th&textual data collected from the student, teacher, and
principal questionnairehe Cronbach's alpha arttie point-biserial correlationsvere calculated to
estimatethe internal consistencgeliabilityof the tests and the quality (discrimination) of the
subtasksTwo IRR measure&appa, and Intr&lass Correlation (ICCyere calculated for the

EGRA and EGMA subtask means and the entire testseldbility measures are presentedAnnex
V.

Exhibi6: Research Questionsal®durces and Analytical Methods

Research Question Instrument Analytical Method

1. What are st ud:9J StudentassessmentS8GRA+ | Descriptive statistics of EGRA

performance levels in reading EGMA+ CBA) and EGMAresults by subtask
in Arabic, French and English 1 Zero score calculations
and in math in grades 2, 3, an 9 Descriptive statistics of Arabic
67?7 EGRAagainst benchmarks
9 Descriptive statistics of CBA by
domain

2. Which factors related to 9 Student assessments (EGRA 1 Inferential statistics of EGRA an
learning continuity, teaching CBA) CBAresultswith variables from
practices and school 1 Sudent questionnaire guestionnaires
environment are associated { Teacherquestionnaire
with reading levels? 9 Schoolprincipalquestionnaire

3. Which factors related to 9 Student assessments (& 1 Inferential statistics of EGMA an
learning continuity, teaching + CBA) CBA with variables from
practices and school i Student questionnaire questionnaires
environment areassociated i Teacher questionnaire
with math levels? 1 School principal questionnair
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Research Question Instrument Analytical Method

4. What are the teachers and 1 Student questionnaire 1 Descriptiveand inferential
student sd s oci  Teacherquestionnaire statisticsof SEL variables
learning (SEL) needs in grade
2,3 and 6?

LIMITATIONS

The limitations of tiis baselinestudyinclude the following:

1. Implementation of the study prior to the end of the school year
The QITABI 2team had planned on conducting the baseline satdiie end of the 2022022
school yeayin April/May However, to stave off potential additional schab$ruptions orclosures
due to the elections scheduled for May 2022, USAID requested that QITABI 2 implement the
baseline earlier in the school yedihe assessments were thus conductedbite Marchand
throughoutApril, about six weekshefore the end of the school year. Although it is estimated that
students attended a maximum of 25 school days after the completion of the baseline assessments, it
is unclear how this learning period would have impacted taehievements in reading and math.

2. Challenging implementation context
Students completethe assessments under difficult conditioRgst, there werdong periods of
disruptionsto their schooling, including the teacher strikes prior to the start bétbaseline. Second,
there were several winter storms and very cold temperatures in many parts of the country during
data collection. The lack of electricity and heating left schoeégjilipped during cold days. Third,
the worsening soci@conomic condibns made access to food and health services difficult for many
children.These factors could haveegativelynfluenced studenperformance during the
assessments.

3. Changes to the language of instruction in schools
TheQl TABI 2 t e a official slaaathaseMdt tHe=20RD21schoolyear to select the
school sample for this stud$tage one of the sampling frame required selection by governorate and
according to the language of instruction (French or English). However, during the assessamst,
found that multiple schools had transitioned from one language of instruction to another, mostly
from French to English. In addition, the teams found that the transition was in process in some
schools where lower grades had completed the transitidnlevupper grades were still taught in the
former language of instruction thereby creating a dual language of instruction environment within
one school , or that schools had completed the
database. The QITABIt2amused more tharl0 replacement schools selected during the sampling
process to address this issue. However, the proportion of schools per language of instruction in the
final sample may not be an accurate reflection of the distribution of school bydgegyiven the
errors in the official database.

t

r

4, Li mited data on teacherds instructional pract

Information on instructional practices was collected solely viarsglfrted questionnaires. The

study design does not include-diepth interviews or obsevations of lessons that would allow for
probing or firsthand observations of teaching
triangulate data reported by teachers and understand the extent to which teachers utilize the
practices they clairto use.
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FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

SAMPLE DESCRIPTION

A total of 14,426studentscompleted the assessments

Exhibif7: Actual Sample of Students by Grade and Sex

A total of 1,953 teachersind 273 school principals responded to the questionnaires

ExhibiB: Actual Sample of TeacherSuhject and Grade

Language \ Grade 2 Grade 3 \ Grade 6 Total
Arabic 180 178 238 596

English 96 101 130 327

French 73 72 109 254

Math 258 256 262 776

Total | 607 607 739 1,953

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

STUDENTS8 PERFORMANCE LEVELS I N READI NG AND MATH

Question 1: What are students® perfor manc
English and in math in grades 2, 3 and 6?

Unsurprisingly, given the disruptions to the education system in Lebanon over the past thret
years, tudents performed poorly ine@adingassessments in Arabic, French and English and in
math ingrades 2, 3, and 6therebyestablishing a low baseline for QITAB&2d confirming the
learning crisis in Lebanese public schoBtsdents are performingrfbelow expected levels in
reading and math and have accumulated significant learning gapiés Revealed aonsiderable
lack of foundational reading and math skills in the early gr&ledents are struggling with
decoding skills indicating a need for more systematic teacliibgsic reading skills and have no
reached expected fluency and reading comprehension levels in Arabic, French and English.
Students in grades 2 and 3 are reading at the beginner levels and struggle to reach proficiel
levels. Similarly, students in gesd3 and 6 have difficulty answering basic comprehension
guestions and understanding vocabulary. In ma#itleg 2 and 3 students struggle with
performing basic numeracy operations and solving glas problemswhile in grade 6 students
face difficulgs solvinggradelevelproblems Across the grades, teachers estimated that most
students were one or two full grades below grade level at the beginning of the school year.
means that teacher#ely needed to focus first on basic concepts before mgvon to grade
level content per the curriculumlhe effective number of school days during the 2@R22
school year made it difficult for teachers to cover both basic skilleading and mathnd grade
level materials. Students were not provided enouggtructional time to catch upmaster basic
skills and develop grade level skills during the school year.
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GRADE 2 READING PERFORMANCE

Grade 2 students have not acquired foundational reading skills normally taught in lower grades.
Teachergeported low reading performance levels amaggde 2 students at the beginning and end
of the 20212022 school year. Fortgeven (47) percent addurveyed grade 2 languageeachers

(Arabic, French and English) estimated tiaist of their students were one grade below tlegrade
level at the beginning of the school yeathile 53 percent estimated that they were twgrade levels
below their grade levelndicating that teachers believed their grade 2 students were at the KG2
level atbeginning of the school yedrifty-six (56) percent ofgrade 2 language teachers reported
that more than 25 percent of their studentsd rot masteed letter sound knowledge as of
March/April 2022. Additionally, 71 percentgfide 2 language teachers stated that more than 25
percent of their students arstill not able todecode new wordsas of March/April 2022

Grade 2 Arabic Language Reading Performance

In Arabic languagerade 2students answered correctlpn average? out of the 4 listening
comprehension questiorend6 out of the 10 syllable segmentatittems. On average, theyad
correctly 14 out of 100letter soundsper minuteand 4 out of 50 invented words per minut€he
ORF mean score ig Correct Word Per Minute (CWPM) and theeadingcomprehension mean
score isalmostl question answered correlgtout of 7. Girls outperformed boys in almost all the
Arabic language EGRA subtasks. Tolstainedstatistically significant higher scores in syllable
segmentation, letter sound identification and ORF.

Exhibio: Grade 2 Arabianguage EGRAeanScores byender

Arabic Reading

Subtasks Number of Timed :

items ) All Boys Girls
Listening Comprehension 4 No 2.3 2.3 2.3
Syllable Segmentation 10 No 5.9 5.6 6.2*
Letters Sound Identification 100 Yes 13.5 12.2 14.7*
Non-Word Reading 50 Yes 3.8 3.6 4.1
Oral Reading Fluency 76 Yes 6.8 6.1 7.4*

*p<.05

The distribution of ORF scores Iseavilyskewed to the left, indicating thabost students are
struggling with reading gradevel texts. Sixtyfour (64) percent of students read less than 5 CWPM
while 22 percent read between&nd15 CWPM.

Exhibitl0: Distribution @gdrade 2Arabidanguage OR¥Eores

70 - 64%

60

50

40

30

20 13%

9%
10 I . 4% 3% 2% 2% 1% 2%
0 - - . - . o

% Students

0-5 6-10 11-15 16-20 21-25 26-30 31-35 36-40 40+
Range scores
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Exhibit 11 shows the percentage of students who were not able to provide a single correct answer
(zero scores) on each of the subtasks. A very large percentagadé 2 students have not yet
developed decodingkills 54 percent of the students were not able toada single noavord

correctly and 40 percent got a zero score on ORF. Furthermore, 64 percent of the students were
not able to respond to any of the reading comprehension questions.

Exhibitl1: Percentage Gfrade Zero<ores for Arabianguage

Reading Comprehensiorilll .  64%
Oral Reading Fluency N 40%
Non-Word Reading I 54%
Letters Sound Identification NN 32%
Syllable Segmentatio 19%%
Listening Comprehensionil 14%

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70

The great majority ofyade 2 students are reading at the beginner level in Arabic language. In ORF,
around 95 percent ofyade 2 students are reading at the beginner level and around 4 peaté¢hé
intermediate levelOnly 1 percent of students are reading at the proficient level or above. In reading
comprehension, aroun€l9 percent of the students are classified in the beginner category. Note that
the studentsdo distribution perforpeadingioAraben c e
language, based on tigade 2 Arabimational reading benchmarkisveloped byMEHE/DOPS and
CRDPwith technical leadership from the QITABI projeict 2017

cat eg

Exhibitl2: Grade 2 Student Performance in Amigoage ORfyPerformanc@ategory

Oral Reading Fluency Reading Comprehension

Percent of
Students

Percent of

Categories Students

Categories Score

Score

Beginner (Level 1) 0-28 94.5 Beginner (Level 1) 0-2 98.5
Intermediate (Level 2)| 2943 4.2 Intermediate (Level 2] 3 11
Proficient (Level 3) 4454 0.7 Proficient (Level 3) 4 0.3
Advanced (Level 4) 55+ 0.6 Advanced (Level 4) 5-6 0.2

There was someelarning losdetween 2018 and 2022 in Arabic reading outconTése QITABI 2
teamcompared the 2022 scores for syllable segmentation, ORF and reading comprehension with the
scoresfrom the QITABI EGRA study in 2018. The mean scores were compared in the 87 public
schoolsthat participated in both studies.eRults showed a statistically significant decrease in student
performance in ORF and reading comprehengigrhibit 13). This learning loss is likely the
consequence of the COVH29 pandemic and the soegconomic upheavals in Lebanon that started

in 2019 and which severely affected schooling, particularly in the public sector. However, while there
were important losses iORF and reading comprehension, there is a statistically significant, though
slight, increase in scores in syllable segmentation. This indicates that teachers were able to support
some foundational skill acquisition for students in grade 2, though theraireseveral foundational
learning gaps as stated above.
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Exhibitl3: Grade 2 ArabEGRMeanSoresn 2018 and 2022

Subtask Sample | 2018 | 2022 Difference = Change St Err

Sylable 87 52 | 58 06* 1 | 288 25 | o017
Segmentation

Oral Reading 87 152 | 7.9 7.3 J | 658 111 .000
Fluency

Reading 87 12 | 06 -0.6* ] | o0s6| -11.7 | .000
Comprehension

*p<.05

For ORF between 2018 and 202#e percentage of students reading at the beginner level

increased from around 84 percent to 93 percent, while the percentage of students reading at the
intermediate level decreased from 11 to 5 percent. The proportion of students reading at proficient
level and above also dropped from around 5 to 3 perc@axhibit14). The same pattern was

observed for reading comprehension: the percentage of students in the beginner category increased
from 89 to 97 percent between 2018 and 2022 while the percentage wdiahts in the intermediate
category decreased from 6 to 1 percent. The percentage of students in the proficient category and
above also dropped from 5 to 1 percent.

Exhibitl4: Grade ZArabiEGRA Performance hyeGory in 2018mal 2022

Percentage of students

Oral Reading Fluency Reading Comprehension

Categories 2018 2022 Change Categories 2018 2022 Change

Beginner I Beginner I

(Level 1) 839 92.8 (Level 1) 89.0 97.1
Intermediate Intermediate 1

(Level 2) 111 4.8 1 (Level 2) 6.2 1.4

Proficient 1 Proficient 1

(Level 3) 3.3 0.9 (Level 3) 3.4 0.4

Advanced Advanced

(Level 4) 1.6 1.6 (Level 4) 14 1.0

Grade 2 French Language Reading Performance

In Frenchlanguage readingade 2students answered correctlpn averagearound5 out of the 10
syllable segmentation items but were not able to reach an average of 1 correct answer on the 4
listening comprehension questions. On average, tkag rcorrectly9 out of 100letter soundsper
minuteand 3 out of 50 invented words per minutéhe ORF mean score §CWPM with almost

no readingcomprehensiomuestionsanswered correctl(Exhibit B). Girls outperformed boys in
almost all the French languagmadingsubtasks. Thegbtainedstatistically significant higher scores in
syllable segmentationpn-word readingand ORF-.

Exhibitl5: Grade 2 Frenthnguage EGRAeanSores byender

French Reading

Subtasks Number of Timed

items ) All Boys Girls
Listening Comprehension 4 No 0.4 0.4 0.4
Syllable Segmentation 10 No 5.4 5.0 5.9*
Letters Sound Identification 100 Yes 9.1 8.5 9.6
Non-Word Reading 50 Yes 3.2 2.6 3.7*
Oral Reading Fluency 64 Yes 4.7 4.1 5.3*
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French Reading
Subtasks Number of Timed .
items (1 min) All Boys Girls

Reading Comprehension
*p<.05

Exhibit 6 shows that students igrade 2 are struggling with reading graéeel texts in French
language. The distribution of ORF scoreséserelyskewed to the left: 72 perceruaf studentsread
less than 5 CWPM while 18 perceaot studentsread between sand15 CWPM.

Exhibitl6: Distribution @gdrade FFrenchhanguage OREores

80  72%
70

60

50

40
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20 1%

10 | | %26 1% q95 196 1%
0 - || —
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0-5 6-10 11-15 16-20 21-25 26-30 31-35 36-40 40+
Range scores

Exhibit 17 shows that students did not develop the ability to decode new words, with 66 perakent
studentswho were not able to read one singlen-word and50 percent who got a zero score on

ORF. The results also show that students are not able to understandde-tgeel story they hear in
French, with 68 percent of students who were not able to respond to any of the listening
comprehension questions. In the same vein, 83 percent of the surveyed French language teachers
reported that more than 25 percent of thestudents have difficulties in understanding French.

Exhibitl7: Percentage Gfade ZFrenclhanguag&eroScores

Reading Comprehensiorilll . 94%
Oral Reading Fluency N 50%
Non-Word Reading IS 66%
Letters Sound Identification NN 22%
Syllable SegmentatioriE 285%
Listening Comprehension il 68%

0 20 40 60 80 100

Grade 2 English Language Reading Performance

In English languageading grade 2studentsansweredcorrectly, on average4 out of the 10 syllable
segmentation items and almosbiit of the 4 listening comprehension questions. On average, they
read correctly 1 out of 100 letter soundsper minuteand 6 out of 50 invented words per minute
The ORF mean score 2 CWPM and thereadingcomprehension mean score démostl question

QITABI 2 BASELINE REPORT 12



answeredcorrectly (Exhibit B). Girlsoutperformed boys with statistically significant differences in
listening comprednsion, letters sounddentification, and reading comprehension.

Exhibitl8: Grade 2 Englithnguage EGRAeanScores bender

Timed

English

Number of

Subtasks

items (1 min) All Boys Girls
ListeningComprehension 4 No 0.7 0.6 0.8*
Syllable Segmentation 10 No 3.5 3.6 3.5
Letters Sound Identification 100 Yes 11.0 10.0 12.1*
Non-Word Reading 50 Yes 6.1 6.0 6.2
Oral Reading Fluency 63 Yes 12.0 11.1 13.0
Reading Comprehension 7 No 0.5 0.4 0.6*

*p<.05

Exhibit © showsthat students are struggling with reading grdeleel texts in English. The
distribution of ORF scores is skewed to the left: 58 percefistudentsread less than 10 CWPM

while 25 percenof studentsread betweerill and20 CWPM.
ExhibitL9: Distribution ddrade Znglish ORF scores

50

43%
@ 40
o
230
=
(Q 20 15%  15%
> 10% 5%
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-5 6-10 11-15 16-20 21-25 26-30 31-35 36-40 40+
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Exhibit20 shows that students did not develop the ability to decode new words, with 42 percent
who were not able to read a singlenword word and 23 percent who got zero scores on ORF.
The results also show that students find difficulties in understanding a-treelestory they hear in
English, with 56 percemf studentsunable to respond to any of the listening comprehension
guestionsln the same vein, 64 percent of surveyed English language teachers reported that more
than 25 percent of their students have difficulties in understanding English.

Exhibi20: Percentage Gfrade ZEnglishanguag&eroScores

Reading Comprehensiorilllllllllll 74%
Oral Reading Fluency il 23%
Non-Word Reading I 42%
Letters Sound Identification NN 37%
Syllable Segmentatio/iNN 41%
Listening Comprehensionim.  56%

0O 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80
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GRADE 2 MATH PERFORMANCE

Grade 2 student$iad low performance in matiscoring poorly on most of the EGMA subtasks. On
averagestudens identifiedcorrectly 11 out of 20 numbers per minute and they answered correctly

7 out of the 10 number discrimination items. However, their mean scores in iatiditnd
subtractionlevel 1 were very low, with 6 correct additi@and4 correct subtraction operations
answered correctly per minuteut of 20 operations Grade 2 students answered correctly 3 out of

the 10 missing number items and performeatrectly 2 out of 5 addition operationkevel 2 and 1

out of 5 subtraction operationevel 2. On averagastudentsprovided 1 correct answer to the 6

word problems (Exhibit 2). Boys obtained slightly better EGMA scores than girls, with statistically
siqificant differences for the missing number, addition level 1, addition level 2 and subtraction level
2 subtasks.

Exhibi21l: Grade 2 EGMA mean scores by sex

Number of Timed Mean scores
Subtasks items (1 min) Al Boys
Number Identification 20 Yes 11.2 11.2 11.1
Number Discrimination 10 No 7.1 7.2 7.1
Missing Number 10 No 3.2 3.4% 3.0
Addition Level 1 20 Yes 6.4 6.7* 6.2
Subtraction Level 1 20 Yes 3.6 3.7 3.5
Addition Level 2 5 No 1.6 1.7* 1.4
Subtraction Level 2 5 No 1.0 1.1% 0.9
Word Problems 6 No 1.2 1.2 1.1

*p<.05

Exhibit 2 shows thatgrade 2 students are struggling with performing basic subtraction operations
and solving word problems, with 42 perceott students getting zero score on the subtractiolevel
1 subtask and 51 percenf students getting zero score on word problems.

ExhibiR2: Percentage Grade 2MathZeroScores

Zero Scores %

Word Problems 51%
Subtraction Level 2 r——— 310
Addition Level 2 27%

Subtraction Level 1 m— /| 20/
Addition Level 1 m—— ] 8%
Missing Number e 119
Number Discrimination mmsm 504
Number Identification w494

0 10 20 30 40 50 60

The EGMA results indicate thgtade 2 students did not acquire the foundational numeracy skills.
Students have difficulties performingdic addition and subtraction operatioasd cannotletermine
missing patternsr solve word problems. These resultsfiect the statements ofmath teachers
regarding student s &ghmn&8)gercgnteotstineyegaden2anath teaShers t vy
estimated that most of their students were one grade below their grade level at the beginning of the
20212022 school yeawhile 32 percent estimated that they were twgrades below their grade

level i.e., at the KG2 levedt the beginning of the year.
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GRADE 3 READING PERFORMANCE

Grade 3 students performed poorly irading in thehree languageJ.eachers reported low

reading performance levels amogrgde 3 students at the beginning of the 2E2122 school year.
Fifty-two (52) percent ofsurveyedyrade 3 languageeachers(Arabic, French and English) estimated
that most oftheir students were ongjrade below th& grade level at the beginning of the school
year, while48 percent estimated thattudentswere two grades below their grade level. On the

other hand, 61 percent of thgrade 3 language teachers reported that more than 25 percent of their
students stilhavenot masteed letter sound knowledge as of March/April 2022. Additionally, 69
percent ofgrade 3 language teachers stated that more than 25 percent of their studengtitreot

able todecode new words.

Grade 3 Arabic Language Readi ng Performance

In Arabic languaggrade 3 studenteesponded correctlyon averagep only 36 percent of the reading
assessment items. Girls outperformed boys with statistically significant diffel@&desit ).

Exhibi23: Grade 3 Arabic Reading Mean Scores

RawReading &res Percent Correct

Range | All Girls Boys Range All Girls Boys

0-32 116 | 12.2* 11.0 0-100 36.2 38.1* 34.2

*p < .05

Sixtyfive (65) percenbf students scoredess than 40 percent, whidhdicates thamost students in
grade 3 are struggling with reading amaderstanéhggradeleveltexts (Exhibit 21).

ExhibiR4: Distribution of Grade 3 Arabic Reading scores
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Results also show t hat st ulevelsiotiestheybheardnModems i | vy
Standard Arabic, with an average of 42 percent of correct answers on listening comprehension.
Students scored very low on vocabulary (29 percent of correct answers), which could explain their
limited ability to read and understd grade level textéExhibit 5). Studentsalso havaifficulties in
retrieving explicit information from gradevel texs, with an average a9 percent of correct

answers on the retrievajuestions (Anne¥/I).

Exhibi25: Grade JArabic ReadinggsinScoredy AssessmebBiomains

Raw Scores ‘ Percent Correct

Domains

Range All ‘ Range All
Listening Comprehension 0-8 3.4 0-100 42.4
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Raw Scores ‘ Percent Correct

Domains
Range All ‘ Range All
Reading Comprehension 0-18 6.4 0-100 35.6
Vocabulary 0-6 1.8 0-100 29.3

When examining student performanaegrade 3 in ORFresults show very low performandd7
CWPM), with girls (8 CWPM) outperforming boys @ CWPM).Furthermore, here was some
learning lossn ORF when comparing the Arabic languagiade 3 ORF scoreffom 2018 to those of
2022 in the87 public schoolthat participated in both studie3here is a statistically significant
decreaseof about 10 CWPMin ORF mean scoresrom 29 CWPM in 2018 to 1LWPM in 2022

Exhibi26: Grade3 Arabid®ORF Mean Scolia2018 and 2022
20180RF A 20220RF

Sample Score Score Difference| Change  StErr tvalue pvalue
87 29.5 19.2 -10.3* i | 1.065 -9.7 .000
*p < .05

Most studentscontinue to perform at the beginner level in ORF in gradef8n comparing results
between 2018 and 202Zhe percentage of students reading at the beginner lievAlabic language
in grade 3ncreased from around 81 percent in 2018 to 90 percent in 2022e the percentage of
students reading at the intermediate level decreased from 15 to 6 perténile the percentage of
students reading at the proficietgvel and above slightly increased frometcentto 4.5 percent

the increase in the percentage of students performing at the beginnerdemétms the learning loss
witnessed in Arabic language readamgl further highlights the learning crisis in Lebanon

Exhibi27: Grade3 ArabicORF P&rmance bydafegory in 2018 and 2022

Oral Reading Fluency

Categories 2018‘ 2022 ‘ Change

Beginner (Level 1) | 809 | 89.8 1

Intermediate (Level 2) | 151 | 5.7 2 |

Proficient (Level 3) 24 2.8

Advanced (Level 4) | 16 1.7

Grade 3 French Language Reading Performance

In French languaggiudentsresponded correctly toonly 26 percent of the assessment itenNo
statistically significant differersosere detected between boys and girlEhe ORF mean score is also
very low (13 CWPM), with girls (L€W PM) performing significantly better than boys QWPM).

Exhibi28: Grade 3 French Reading Mean Scores

RawReading Sres ‘ Percent Correct
Range  All ‘Girls ‘ Boys ‘ Range Al Girls  Boys
0-32 8.2 8.3 8.2 0-100 | 25.8 26.0 25.5
*p < .05
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Exhibit D showsthat grade 3 students are struggling with reading anderstanihggradelevel texs
in French language. The large majority (91 percent) scored less than 40 percent correct.

Exhibi29: Distribution of Grade 3 French ReS&clings
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Results also show that students are not able to understand gtedelstories they hear in French,

with an average of 32 percent of correct answers on listening compreherGmane 3 sudents

scored very low on vocabulary (22 percent of correct answers), which could explain the difficulties
they have in reading anchderstanding gradievel texts Exhibit30). Studentsalso havalifficulties in
retrieving explicit information fromatext, with an average of 2percent of correct answers on the
retrieval questions AnnexVI).

ExhibiB0: Grade FrenctiReading Mean Scores by Assessment Domains

i Raw scores Percent Correct
Domains
Range All Range All
Listening Comprehension 0-8 2.5 0-100 31.7
Reading Comprehension 0-18 4.4 0-100 24.2
\VVocabulary 0-6 1.3 0-100 22.0

Grade 3 English Language Reading Performance

In English languaggade 3studentsresponded on averagegorrectly to only 29 percent of the
reading assessmeitéms (Exhibit 3). The ORFmean score is also low (23 CWPM), with
significantly better scores for girlsQZWPM) thanboys (21 CWPM).

ExhibiB1: Grade 3 English Reading Mean Scores

RawReading &res Percent Correct

Range  All ‘ Girls  Boys ‘ Range Al Girls  Boys
0-32 9.4 9.7* 9.1 0-100 29.4 30.4* 28.4
*p < .05

Most studentsin grade 3 (83 percentscoredless than 40 percent correct, which indicates thiaty
struggle with reading anghderstanding gradievel textsin Englishanguage
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ExhibiB2: Distribution of Grade 3 English Reading scores
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Results also show t hat st ulevelstories they deardnt Engish,svithl y
an average of 38 percent of correct answers on listening comprehension. Students scored very low
on vocabulary (2percent of correct answers), which could explain their limited ability to
comprehend gradéevel texts (Ekibit 33). They even find difficulties in retrieving explicit

information from a text, with an average of 28 percent of correct answers on the retrieval questions
(AnnexVI).

ExhibiB3: Grade EnglisiReading Mean Scores by Assessment Domains

Domains Raw scores \ Percent Correct

Range All Range All
Listening Comprehension 0-8 31 0-100 384
Reading Comprehension 0-18 4.8 0-100 26.5
Vocabulary 0-6 1.5 0-100 254

GRADE 3 MATH PERFORMANCE

In math,grade 3 studentslisplayed weak performanc®n averagestudentsresponded correctly to
34 percent of the math assessment items, with girls outperforming l@ats from grade 3 teachers
confirm weak student performance in maixtyone (61) percent of surveyegrade 3math

teachers estimated that most of their stutls were one grade below their grade level at the
beginning of the school year, while 39 percent estimated that they weregnades below their

grade levelAdditionally 69 percent ofgrade 3 math teachers reported that more than 25 percent of
their studentsstill haddifficultieswith problem solving as of March/April 2022.

ExhibiB4: Grade 3 Math Mean Scores

RawMath Sores ‘ Percent Correct

Range All ‘Girls‘ Boys ‘Range All Girls Boys

0-26 8.7 8.9* 8.6 0-100 | 33.6 34.3* 32.9

*p < .05

Sixty-nine (69) percentf the grade 3 students scored less than 41 percent correct, which indicates
that most students hadot developed gradéevel math skills as of March/April 2022.
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ExhibiB5: Distribution of Gta 3 MathScores
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Results show that students performed poorly time three math domains included in the assessment
On averagestudentsresponded correctly to around 34 percent of the numbers and operations items,
32 percent of the measurement items and 34 percent of the geometry items

ExhibiB6: Grade 3vMleanScores foMathDomains

Raw scores Percent Correct

Numbers and 0-15 51 0-100 34.0
operations

Measurement 0-6 1.9 0-100 31.9
Geometry 0-5 1.7 0-100 34.2

GRADE 6 READING PERFORMANCE

Grade 6 students performed poorly ikading inthe three language3.eachers reported low
reading performance levels amogrgde 6 students at the beginning and end of the 2P@22

school yearThirty-nine (39) percent of surveyegtade 6 language teachers estimated thaist of
their students were agrade 5 level at te beginning of the school ye@ne level below grade level)
while 45 percent estimated that they wees grade 4 leveltwo levels below grade level)
Additionally 66 percent ofgrade 6 language teachers reported that more than 25 percent of their
students have difficulties understanditige language of instruction.

Grade 6 Arabic Language Reading Performance

In Arabic languagerade 6 studentsesponded correctly to 46 percent of the reading assessment
items (Exhibit 3). Girls obtainedstatisticallysignificant highereadingscores (48 percent correct)
than boys (44 percent correct)

ExhibiB7: Grade 6 Arabic Reading Comprehension Mean Scores

RawReading &res ‘ Percent Correct

Range  All ‘Girls‘ Boys ‘Range All Girls  Boys

0-45 20.7 | 21.6* 19.6 0-100 45.9 48.0* 43.5

*p < .05
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Forty-two (42) percent of thegrade 6 students scored betweent0 42 percent correct on the
assessmentvhile 34 percenscored between 41 and 60 percent corred@wenty-four (24) percent
of the students were able to correctly answer more than 60 percent of the reading questimtike
the heavilyleft skeweddistributions of the Arabic reading scores in grade 2 and in gradian@grade
6 Arabic reading scoréslistributiontendsmore towardsthe middle indicatinga higher percentage
of students performing bettein this gradeThirty-four (34) percent of grade 6 students achieved
0aver ag ¢étweercd0 and 80 percent correcit) reading in Arabitanguag Although grade
6 students did not perform highly on the Arabic reading test, their results sthathey are better
equippedo acquiregradelevelreadingskillsthan students in grades 2 andThis suggests thahe
impact of the school disruptions the last three years asmost heavily borne bgtudents inthe
lower gradeswvho did not have the opportunity talevelopthe foundational reading skisd thus
are struggling to address the accumulated learning gaps

Exhbit 38: Distribution of Grade 6 Arabic Reading Scores

38%
40 ’ 34%
35
30
1]
£ o5 23%
S 20
(2]
< 15
10 1%
5 1%
° ma 2
0-20 21-40 41-60 61-80 81-100

Percent correct

As shownin Exhibit 3, on averaggthe grade 6 studentsesponded correctly to 32 percent of the

listening comprehension items, 47 percent of the readimgprehension items and 57 percent of

the vocabulary itemsGr ade 6 studentsd average performance i
performance in reading comprehension and in vocabulamch points to aneed for increasg

focus onstudent$vocabulay developmentainduse of arious reading comprehension strategies to

support understanding of text.

ExhibiB9: Grades ArabidReading Mean Scores by Assessment Domains

. Raw scores ‘ Percent Correct

Domains Range ‘ All ‘ Range All
Listening Comprehensio 0-9 2.9 0-100 321
Reading Comprehensiol 0-28 13.2 0-100 47.0
\Vocabulary 0-8 4.5 0-100 56.7

Grade 6 French Language Reading Performance

In French languaggrade 6 studentson average, responded correctly tmly 30 percent of the reading
assessment itema&nsweringon average 13 out of 44ssessmenitems correctly Girls achieved
statistically significant higher scores than bayith an average score &1 percent correct for girls
and 28 percent correcfor boys
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Exhibi0: Grade 6 French Reading Comprehension Mean Scores

RawReading &res ‘ Percent Correct
Range  All ‘Girls ‘ Boys ‘ Range Al Girls  Boys
0-44 13.0 | 13.6* 12.3 0-100 | 29.6 | 30.9* 27.9
*p < .05

Exhibit 4 shows thatthe distribution of thegrade 6reading scores in French is skewed to the left,
with 81 percent of studentsespondingcorrectly to less than 41 percent of the readiagsessment
items.Students in grade 6 are struggling with reading in French.

Exhibi#1: Distribution of Grade 6 French Reading Mean Scores
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As shown in Exhibit 2, on averagegrade 6 students responded correctly to 43 percent of the

listening comprehension items, 27 percent of tkading comprehension items and 25 percent of

the vocabulary item3&/Nhile students obtained average scores in listening comprehension, their
overall French reading score remains low due to poor performance in reading comprehension and in
vocabulary.

Exhibit42: Gradeb FrenchiReading Mean Scores by Assessment Domains

) Raw scores Percent Correct

Domains Range All Range All
Listening Comprehension 0-8 3.4 0-100 431
Reading Comprehension 0-28 7.4 0-100 26.5
Vocabulary 0-8 2.0 0-100 25.4

Grade 6 English Language Reading Performance

In English languaggade 6students on averageresponded correctly to 40 percent of theeading
assessment itemanswering approximately 17 items correctly out of &irls achievedstatistically
significant higher scores than boysth an average o2 percent correct for girls and 37 percent
correct for boys.
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Exhibi3: Grade 6 English Reading Comprehension Mean Scores

RawReading &res PercentCorrect

Range All Girls Boys | Range  All Girls Boys

0-41 16. | 17~ 16. | 0-100 40.| 42* 36.

*p <.05

As shownin Exhibit 4}, 64 per@nt of grade 6 studentscored between 0 and 40 percent correct,
while 26 percent scored between 41 and 60 percent correct. Only 10 percent of the students were
able to respond correctly to more than 60 percent of the comprehension itefine distribution is
skewed to the left idicating that students in grade 6 are struggling with readimjunderstanding
gradelevel texts in English.

Exhibi#4: Distribution of Grade 6 English Reading Scores
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As shown inExhibit 4, grade 6 students responded correctly to around 49 percent of the listening
comprehension questions, 41 percent of the reading comprehension questions and 32 percent of the
vocabulary question&rade 6studentsobtained average listening comprehension scdrestheir

reading scores remained lowvhich highlights the need to strengthen vocabubaguisition to
improveoverall reading scores

Exhibig5: Grades EnglisiReading Mean Scores by Assessment Domains

_ Raw scores Percent Correct

BUEILE Range All ‘ Range All
Listening Comprehensig 0-8 3.9 0-100 48.8
Reading Comprehensiol 025 10.1 0-100 40.5
\Vocabulary 0-8 2.6 0-100 32.1

GRADE 6 MATH PERFORMANCE

Teachers reported lowmath performance levels amorgade 6 students at the beginning of the
20212022 school yearForty-eight(48) percent ofsurveyedyade 6mathteachers estimated
that most of their students were one grade below ihgrade level at the beginning of the school
year, while40 percent estimated that they were twgrades below their grade levelAdditionally 77
percent of the teachers reported that more than 25 percent of their studesiitt havedifficulties
with problem solving as of March/April 202these estimates by teachers are confirmed by the
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math assessment results which show thaidg 6 studentsesponded correctly on average tmly
33 percent of themath assessment questions, with boys obtaining significantly higher scores than
girls.

Exhibi46: Grade 6 Math Mean Scores

RawMath Sores Percent Correct
Range All Girls Boys | Range  All Girls Boys
0-38 125 12.3 12.6* | 0-100 32.8 324 33.2*
*p < .05

Exhibit & showsthat the distribution ofmath scoress skewedto the left, indicating tht most
grade 6 student$79 percent)did not respond correctly to more than 40 percent of the matems
Nineteen (19) percenbf studentsscored between 41 and 60 percent correct. Only 2 percent of
students were able to respond correctly to more than 60 percent of the items.

Exhibid7: Distribution of Grade 6 Math Scores
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As shown inExhibit 48, grade 6 students performed poorly on almost all the assessed domains in
math. On average, they responded correctly to around 37 percent of the numbers and operations
items, 23 percent of the measurement items, 34 percent of the geometry items and 28 pefcent
the algebra items.

Exhibi48: Gradet MeanScores foMath Domains

. Raw scores ‘ Percent Correct
Domains

Range ‘ All ‘ Range All
Numbers and operationg 0-13 4.8 0-100 36.6
Measurement 0-4 0.9 0-100 22.7
Geometry 0-12 4.1 0-100 34.0
Algebra 0-8 2.2 0-100 28.1
Statistics* 0-1 0.3 0-100 31.8

*Statistics is not covered in the 1997 Grade 6 Lebanese Math curriculum. Thus, this domain was not part of the partwétie€C8A
test. The team added only one item to determine whether students are somehow familiar with this concept.
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CORRELATIONS BETWEEN SUBJECTS AREAS

The QITABI 2team looked at correlations between student reading performance in Arabic and
French or Englisto understand how performance in reading in one language relates to reading in
another language and how performance in reading and math may be related.

Data across all three grades show that reading performance in Arabic is strongly correlated with
readng performance in French or English. In grades 2 and 3, the team found strong positive
correlations between ORF in Arabic and ORF in French and Enghshsuggests that students who
develop reading fluency skills in one language are likely to devegatme skills in another
language. Similarly, in graden@n-word reading scores in Arabic and FrenshEnglish are also
strongly positively correlatedsuggestinthat students who develop decoding abilitie®ime

language are likely to develop deaugliabilities more in the otherln grade 6, students with high
reading scores in Arabic were more likely to have high reading scores in French or English.

The team found moderate correlations between reading performance and math performance. In
grade 2there are moderate correlations between ORF scores and word problem scores in the
three languages. In grades 3 andh@,datashowmoderatepositivecorrelations between reading
comprehension and math in the three languagaggesting that students whenform well on one
subject may perform well on the othethough the relationship is not veistrong (Annex V)

FACTORS REATED TO STUDENT PERFORMANCE READING

Question 2: Which factors related to learning continuity, teaching practices and
school environment are associated with reading  levels?

Ensuring learning continuity during periods of disruptionknised to better performance in
reading. Students who attendedline or distance learning lessodigring the previous school
yearperformed better on thereading assessments. Howevempyding and attending distance
learning lessons may not be sufficient to endinag students are learning and performing at
expected levelsTeaching quality must be maintained during distance learning ldssans
greater number of student® benefit from the lessong\dditionally, sudents who have access
to reading materialg various formats, e.g., paper or digitahether in school or in the home
perform better than their peers who have limited access to these resouiResults show tht
students have very limited contasfth reading materials in French and Englishchool and at
homeand that they dondét of t en Yessudeatkwho tsethose
languages more frequenthgrform better on reading assessmenthe ability to use the
language of instruction regularly, at home amdchool, supports language development and
reading skillsFinally, while teachsifrequently use some evidentased instructional practices
to teach reading, e.gexplicit teachig of letter soundsmanydo not lead read alouds, or
encouragestudents to practice independent reading. Furthermore, results suggest that teac
struggle withusingmat er i al s a d a pt andasdessmenttdatadteimfdrns tbeir |
teaching.

LEARNING CONTINUITY

Over 95 percent of surveyed principals reported that their schqmisvidedonlinelessondo grade
1, 2 and 5 students during tH#02062021 school year. Out of ise around94 percent stated that
they provided onlindessondor Arabic and French/Englistassesn the three gradesThis indicates
that moststudents in gades 2, 3 and 61 20222022 had access ®ome form d onlineteaching the
previous school year.
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However,data show inconsistent patterns wittudent attendance anthe implementation of the
online lessons in the early gradéscording to32 percent of schooprincipals, pproximately50 to
75 percentof studentsin gade 1patrticipated inonline lessons during the 202021 school year
Thirty-six (36) percent of school principals claimed that 50 top#scent of grade? students
attendedonlinelessonswhile 39 percent of school principatsid the same ajrade 5 studentdn
addition,approximately8 percentof principalseported thatonline lessongxceead 40 minutes
while approximately30 percentof principalsstated thatlessongangel between 31 and 40 minutes
and14 percent reportedlessons lastingl and 30 minutes.

Data show thatyade 2and grade 3tudents whose principals reported higher percentages of online
attendance irgrade land grade 2, respectivelgchievedstatisticaly significant higher ORF scores in
Arabic, French and English than students whose principals reported lower online attendance
percentages. Igrade 6, students whose principals reported higher percentages of online attendance
in grade 5achievechigher reaing scores in French than students whose principals reported lower
online attendance percentagdsit not in the other languages

These results highlight the importance of learning continuity for students in primary gitadesg
periods of disruptionsStudents who experienced learning discontinuity in 2ZB@21 obtained
lower scores than students who benefited frsome instructionduring the year.However, it is
important to note thatthis study does not provide informiain on the quality of instructiomuring
online sessiong he irconsistent pattern associating the number and duratioardine lessonsvith
student reading performanacrosslanguages and gradesy be due tdeaching quality

TEACHING PRACTICES
Approximately87 percent of surveyed language teacherg@es 2, 3 and 6 reported that they

conducted diagnostic assessments at the beginnin

in reading and writingSixtythree (63) percent of teachersnigrades 2 and 3 and 67 percent of

teachersinyade 6alsor e port ed t hat they regularly conducted

reading skills in every or almost every lessdowever,except forgrade 3 students in Arabic and
Englishno statisticdly significant differences in reading scores were found between students whose
teachers conducted diagnostic and formative assessments during the year and students whose
teachers did not implement these types of assessmditiis raiseguestiors aboutwhether and

how teachers use assessment results to inform instructigmacticesand tailorteachingo

student sd® needs.

More than97 percent of language teachers reported that they started the 222 school year by
teaching prerequisites to studentdut of those 70 percent of teachers igrades 2 and 3 and 44

percent of teachers iigrade 6 declared that they allocatéldree weeks and more for teaching
prerequisiteknowledge and skillHowever, results do not showa consistentrelationship between

the teaching of prerequisites and the performance of students. While some students achieved higher
scores when teachers spent more time on prerequisiteg. grade 2 students iArabic others
obtainedhigher scores when teachers ept lesstime covering prerequisites.g., grade 3 students

in Englisrandgrade? students inFrench

Similarlyresults do not provide a clear, consistent understanding of the relationship between
student sd r etada oimdtrustolirpracicesdowaver,resultsprovide useful
insights into instructional methods that teachemploy the most andritical area thatrequire

additionaltraining andsupport.
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Exhibid9: Teachemstructional Prases

What Teachers Do Most What Teachers Should Improve

ASound out letters AUse materials appropriate to students' levels
ADecode new words Aask students to practice independent reading
ATeach new vocabulary ALead read alouds

AAsk comprehension questions

Teachers report using methods teachreadng that are evidencedased and aligned with the
QITABI 2 approaches

1 Mostgrade 2 andyrade3 teaches teach students hovto sound out lettess (82 percent)
anddecod new words(75 percent)in every or almost every lesson

1 Mostteachers ingrades 2 and 3 (81 percent) amgphde 6 (83 percent) reported that they
teach students new vocabulary systematically in every or almost every lesson

1 Mostteachers ingrades 2 and 3 (86 percent) amgphde 6 (89 percent) reported that they
ask their students comprehension questiongvery or almost everjesson

However,teachers also reporiminimal usef instructional practices that support the acquisition of
readingskills particularly with the use of reading materials

1 Only 42 percent ofgrade 2 and 3 teachers and 45 percentgrdide 6 teachers reported
providing inclass materials (i,develed books} hat mat ch st udnalmoutsd® r ead
half or some of the lessonwhile 28 percent ofgrades 2 and 3 teachers and 22 percent of
grade 6 teachers reportedever usinghese materials in their classrooms

9 47 percent ofteachers ingrades 2 and 3 and 41 percent of teachergriade 6 reported that
they never organize independent reading sessions in the classradis only 36 percent
of teachers in grades 2 and 3 and 42 percent of teachers in Grade 6 reported that they give
studentstime to read books on their own in about half or some thessors

9 31 percent of teachers in grades 2 and 3 reported that they never organize read aloud
activities in their classrooms. Similarly, 33 percent of teachers reported that they do not
conduct readaloud activities irade 6

Critically, teacher$aced challenges completing the curriculum during the ZI2P school year.

Most language teachers in the three grades (59 percegtdade 3, 61 percent igrades 2 and 6)
reported that they tad only covered between 25 and 49 percent of the curriculum as of March/April
2022. Adout 16 percent of grade 2eachers 12 percentof gade 3teachersand 4 percengrade 6
teachersstated that theyhadnot even coveed 25 percent of thecurriculum (Exhibi&0). However,
only grade2 and 3 students whose teachers reported coveratggher percentage of the

curriculum obtained higher ORF scores in Arabic language. The data do not reveal other statistically
significant relationships betweéme percentage athe curriculumthat was covered andtudent
reading performance. This raises questions abousthendnes®f focusing on covering thentire
curriculum during a truncated school yettnat followed two years of school disruptionsvhich

d o e s n & timptowsthstlident performance
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Exhibi60: Percentage of the Curriculum Covered by Language Teacher
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SCHOOL LEARNING ENVIRONMENT

There is a lack of reading materials in French or English in classrooms3®pércent ofgrade 2
students, 29 ofrade 3 students and 13 percent glade 6 students reportedhaving~renchor
English stories in theitlassroons, compared t062 percent ofgrade 2 students, 55 percent gfade
3 students, and@lof grade 6 studentsvho reported havingArabic stories in their classroon¥.et,
data show thataving reading materialstime language of
instruction or the language of assessment is positively correlate
with student performance.t8dentswho reported having
classroom libraries with Arabic storiesbtainedsignificantly higher
reading scores in Arabic than the students who reported thatythe
did not have Arabic stories in their classrooms.

Up to 1/3 of
students have access to
reading materials iRrench or
English in their classrooms

Sixtyseven (67) percent of school principals reported that there is an Arabic language coordinator
in their schoo] while 57 percent reportednavingan Englislor French language coordinator. The
datasuggest that the presence of a language coordinator plays an importainrelpporting

t e a c readingsir@structional practiceStudents ingdes 3 and 6 whose school principal reported
having a language coordinator at schachievedsignificantly higer readingscores in the three
languages (except for Frenchgrade 3) Similaly, students in grade 2 obtained statistically
significarly higher scores in English wheohool principalstated that therewasa language
coordinator in the schoolRelatedly, students performed better in schowlkere directors,
supervisors, coordinators, and teachensjoyed high levels of collaboration when planning
instruction in Arabic grade 2) and in Frenctgfades 2 and

Finallypower shortages are alselt in the schools. Thirtseven 87) percent of school principals

reported having either no electricity or having electricior less than one houduring school hous,
while 40 percent said they hawedectricity for one to six hours during school houradditionally,40
percent of principals eclared that theywere unable to provide heating to classroordsringwinter.

OTHER FACTORS

Most students reported that they do not speak foreigmguages.g., French or Englisit, home.
More than & percent of the students igrades 2, 3 and 6 stated that they do not speak French at
home. Seventihree (73) percent ofyade 2 and 3 students and 62 percentgide 6 students
stated that they danot speak English at homéet, gade 3 students who stated that they speak
English at homachievechigher ORF scores Englishihan the students who stated that they do
not, and the differences were statistically significant. Simitgalgle 6 students who stated they
speak English at home obtained statistically significant higher sc&eglistreading
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comprehension than stients who do not speak English at homes. expected, the more students
use thelanguage of instruction outside of school, there likely they are tgerform better on
reading assessments in that language.

While more than h# of students reported readingtories in Arabic at hom& 58 percentof
students in gade 2, 60 percent igrade 3 and 64 percent igiade @i veryfew claimed to read
French or English stories at home. Odl9 percent ofgrade 2 students, 17 percent ofade 3
students and 16 percent gfade 6 students reported that they read French stories at home.
Similarly approximatelya quarter ofstudents reported that they read English stories at hoiviet,
reading at home, in all three languages, is positively correlated with reading perforiGaade 2
students who stated that they read stories at home in the last two wesdtgevedsignificantly
higher scores in nofwvord decoding and ORF in thiaree languages. Similartyade 3 and 6
students who reported that they read stories at home iretlast two weeksachievedsignificantly
higher scores in reading comprehension in the three languages.

As noted above with classroom libraries, students with access to books at lahieve higher
reading comprehension scorgdver 60 percent of studentseported that they have books at
home and thosewho reported havingoooks at home obtained higher scores in readimgll three
languagethan the students who reported that theyo not havebooks at home.

Aside fromphysicabooks,students campractice reading using digital reading mater@iser 40
percent of students reported that they have access to technology at home (laptop/computer or
iPadtablet), with more than 86 percertf those havinglevicesconnected to the Internetin all
gradesstudents who have access to technology performed better in reading comprehension than
the students who do not have accetsstechnology with statistically significant higher scores in the
three languages except for Frenchgrade 3.

Finaly, over 61 percent ofyade 2 and 3 students and 38 percentgedide 6 students reported that
they often receive support when studying at home, mainly from parents (58 perceratde 2, 56
percent ingrade 3, and 40 percent igrade 6), siblings (24 pezat ingrade 2, 21 percent igrade 3
and 34 percent irade 6) and private tutors @percent ingrade 2 19 percent ingrade3, and 21
percent ingrade 6).However, surprisinglythe resulis do not show statistically significant
relationships between student performance and support received at home.

FACTORS RELATED TGTUDENT PERFORMANCE MATH
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QUESTION 3: WHICH FACTORS RELATED TO STUDENTS, TEACHERS AND
SCHOOL ENVIRONMENT ARE ASSOCIATED W ITH MATH LEVELS?

Similar to reading,tedents who attended online or distance learning lessons more frequently
during periods of school disruptions performed better on the math assessments. These rest
show the importance of ensuring learning continagymaintain student academic progress
across subjects Resul ts al so show that students?®o
strongly correlated with their performance. Students in all three grades who stated they like
solving problems achieved sigrahtly higher math scores than the students who reported thai
t hey dondt | i ke Whidtheistndyg didnatprbvidecdear besubtsmegarding th
relationship between teacher instructional practices and student performance in math, ateid
that only half of teachers provided feedback to students in every or almost every math lessc
This indicates that students and teacheraynot engageften in mathematical discussions to
support studentsd devel op mahubnderstanding.dinatlyetpetus
of technology supports studentsd perfor me
home performed better than students who did have access to technology.

LEARNING CONTINUITY

The data show thatyade 2 students whose principals reported highatesof attendancen online
lessondn grade lachievedstatistically significagthigher scoresn several EGMA subtasksan

students whose principals reported lower attendamages Similarlygrade 3and 6 students whose

principals reported highenatesof attendancdor online lessonsn grades 2 and Sluring the
previous school year achievesthtistically significdgthigher math scores than students whose

principals reported loweattendanceaates These resultdjke thoseobtained for reading, show the
importance of ensuring learning continuity to maintain student academic progress. They also show

that learning continuity is not solely related to the number and duratiblessonsin fact, the math
data do not show a consistent pattern associating the number and durationliok lessonsvith
student performance in the three grades.

TEACHING PRACTICES

Resultsdo not show any consistent pattern betweé&y instructional practices and student

performance in math igrades 2, 3 and 6. More datpreferably collected using lesson observations,

are needed to determindnow well instructional practices alienplemenged in the classrooms and
the extentto whichtee her s are tailoring their teachi
needs.

ng app

1 84 percent ofmath teachers reported that they conducted diagnostic assessments at the
beginning of the school ye a,whilé® peccentofermatmi ne st |

teachers reported that they conducted
in every or almost every lesson.

1 Almost allsurveyedmath teachers (98 percent) reported that they started the 262022
school year by teaching prerequestto studentsOf those 52 percent declared that they
allocatedthree weeksor more for teaching the prerequisites.

f or mat i

38 percent of math teachers reported that they used manipulatives in every or almost every
lesson this year, whiledgpercent stated that they used them in about half the lessons or
some lessons. Eight (8) percent of the teachers reported that they never used manipulatives
this year.

QITABI 2 BASELINE REPORT P9



9 50 percent of math teachers reported that thegveindividualized feedback to studeris
every or almost every lesson this year, while 44 percent stated that ¢faegfeedback in
about half the lessons or some of lessons.

1 Most math teachers (57 percent gnade 2, 60 percent igrades 3 and 6) reported that they
have covered between 25
and 49 percent of the
curriculum as of March/April 70
2022. Over 28 percent of 60
mathteachers (Exhibit B
stated that they have covered

50
40
50 to 75 percent of the 30
curriculum. Grade 3 students 20 II
10
whose teachers reported . [ ] | -

covering higher percentages <25%  25t049% 50t075% > 75%
of the curriculum obtained % of covered curriculum

higher math scoreghough
the same relationship was mGrade 2 mGrade 3 mGrade 6
not evident in grades 2 and 6

Exhibi61: Percentage of Math Curriculum Covered by Teach

% Teachers

SCHOOL LEARNING ENVIRONMENT

Fifty-one (51) percent of school principals reported that there is a math coordinator in their school.
Grade 2 students whose school principals reported having a math coordinator at sativieved
significantly higher scores in Additilevel 1, Subtraction level 1 adord Problems.Even though
results did not indicate statistically significant correlations between the presence of a math
coordinator and student performance in grades 3 andeésultsin grade 2suggest that coordinataer
may play an important role iprovidingsupport to math teacherssimilar towhat wasfound with
language/reading coordinatdtinally, gade 6 students whose principals reportegediumlevek of
collaboration between directors, supervisors, coordinators, and teactiarsg the planning of
instructionachievechigher math scores than students whose principals reported lower levels of
collaboration.

OTHER FACTORS

Student s06 r e legdymeatiofsnath ip stranglyt chrrelated with their performance in

math.Over 90 percent ofstudentsin grade and 3reported that they like learning math a land

80 percent of students imrade 2and83 percent of students igrade 3reported that they like

solving math problems a ldin grade 664 percentof studentsreported that they like learning math

a lotand50 percentreported that they like solving math problems a IResultsshow statistcally
significant relationships between studentsd perf
learning Grade6 students who reported that they like learning math and/or solving math problems
achievedsignificantly highenathscores than the studentsho reported that they dd not. Sudents

in all three gradesvho stated they like solving math problemshievedsignificantly highenath

scoresthat he students who reported that they dondot |

Resultsalsoshows t at i sti cally significant correlations b
access to technology at home. Grade 2, 3, arstiuélents who reported that they haveeess to

technology at home (laptop/computer dPadtablet)achievedsignificantly highenathscores than

the students who do not have accesstechnology.
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TEACHERBAND STUDENTSSEL NEEDS

QUESTI ON 4: WHAT ARE THE TEACHERS AND S~
GRADE 2, GRADE 3, AND GRADE 67

The severe socieconomic and political crises in Lebanon have led to psychological distre
amongteachers. A large percentage of the teachexgorted that, on average, in the past twa
weeks, they experienced symptoms of depression and anxiety "a feWwtdayearly every
day".In contrast, most students in grades 2 and 3 reported feeling happy since-tiereng
of schools for irperson learningthoughfewer grade 6 students reported feeling happy thes
days Results from this study shosomec or r el ati on bet we e nbeigg u
and their performance in reading and malttowever, this study did not find a correlation
bet ween t kkeinghaedrstsd@nt pedormancas reported byother studiesthat
indicate that e a ¢ h e-bem@mawiefluence teaching quality and therefore student
performance Addi ti onal studies are recommend
st udent sstandSHe Impactefeaheir welleing on teaching and learning.

The socieeconomic, political and health challenges in Lebanon have created tensions and caused
stress for the Lebanese people, including teach&rghe crises in Lebanon have &aka toll on

teachers who went on strike during the school yeardemand improved compensation and

working conditions Sixty-one (61) percent ofthe teacherssurveyed in this studseported that, on
average, in the past twaweeks, they experienced symptoms of depression and anxiety "a few days"
to "nearly every day'This echaesthe resultsof anotherstudyconductedin Lebanorduring the
COVID-19 pandemidNovember2020 which shows high levels sfress,anxiety,and depression
among teachersx Suchfeelings of depression and anxietayhave adverse effectsn how well
teachers teackand interact with studentsixxiiand maynegatively influence student

achievement«i

In contrast to the large proportion of teachersvho are struggling with mental health? ®ercent of

grade 2 students and 84 percent giade 3 students reported that they feel happy a lot these days
The proportion of Ohappyo6 st udementBomiAprl2@2pwhed 2022
only 30 percent ofgrade 2studentsand 24 percent ofrade 3 students surveyeas part of he

Learning Recovery Studyated that they were happiyn the year since the Learning Recovery Study,
schools reopenedor in-person instuction, and despite interruptions to the schdacalendar in

20212022 students were attending school at least four days a week at the time of this baseline
fact,when surveyed in 2@2for this baselinegver 86 percent of grade 2 students and @drcent of

grade 3 students reported that they missed going to school during the Ca@\pandemic.

Sudents who reported that they were happy these days (a lot or a little bit) obtained higher scores
in math (Grade 3 only) and ORF (Arabic and EnglisHpwier percentage of students mrade 6 (52
percent) reported that they feel happy a lot these days, with no statistically significant differences in
reading and math scores between students who reported that they feel happy a lot and the students
whorepor t ed t hat they dondt.

Resultsalso show improvemergince April 2021in the percentage of teachers who report sadness
and anxiety among their studentorty (40) percent ofgrades 2 and 3 language teachers reported
that more than 25 percent of their stughts showed emotional or psychological difficulties (such as
sadness, anxietgluring this baselinén April 2021, during the Learning Recovery Sti&lypercent

of grade 2 teachers and 90 percent ghde 3 teachers who reported symptoms of anger,
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depresion, or anxiety among their studen®.lower percentage (3percent)of grade 6 language
teachers reported that more than 25 percent of their students inithgass showed emotional or
psychological difficulties. Fifsix (56) percent ofyade 6 students reported that they missed going
to school during the COVIBL9 pandemic

RECOMMENDATIONS

The QITABI 2 team proposes the following recommendatiemsmprove the student reading and

math performance | evels and respond publwschoblssdent s
in LebanonThese recommendations are informed by the findings@mttlusions presented in this
report and reflect the ideas discussed with repr

andRecommendatiotWo r k s hetdpndugust 2022.

System Transformatio n

T

Build the resiliency of the education system by bbtéingmeasures and processtsat

rapidly and effectively respond to futuresdiptions Schoolcommunities should be

prepared and equipped to ensure learning continuity dunegjthemergenciesclimate
changesvents socio-political unress, etc. This may require schools to pivot rapidly to
distance learningrograms, e.g., online learning, distribution of materialsyision orradio
programs, etc., foall grads.

CRDPand MEHE should continue the curriculum reform process that was launchedtprior
the COVID-19 pandemic. As shown by this study, teachers have difficulties completing the
entire curriculum and, when they do, students do not perform better on end of year
assessments. This suggdhbat current curricula may beo longerresponsive to learning
needs in LebanorCurriculum reform efforts should be evidencéadsed (e.g., use student
learning outcomes data from Lebanon to support decisions) and incorporate new
international standards such as those found in the Global ReofigiFramework.

Reading and Math Skills Development

1

=A =4 =

Train teachers, school directors and other instructional leaders on how to give feedback to
improve teaching and learning.

Train and coach teachemn reading instructional practices such as independent reading and
read alouls

Train and coach teachers on effective strategfied supportvocabularydevelopment

Provide classrooms with reading materials in French and English.

Institute programs that imease access to written materials in French and English for
students when at home. That may include borrowing books from classroom libraries or
access to online libraries.

Support math teachers with the use of manipulatives during lessons. That inplogeting
teachers with handen materials to illustrate mathematical concepts and coaching on how
to use these materials.

Develop a stronger evidence base on teacher instructional practices in Lebanon. Explore
how teachers teach through classroom obsaigns and irdepth interviews to better
understand whyedachersadopt some practices and not others

Social emotional Support

1

Conduct more research to understand the relationship between teaetedbeing and
teaching quality as well agudent wellbeing and student performance.
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T I'nstitute programs t hatsockalerpotonal menttjandc her sd an
physicalvell-being These may include providing counseling services
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ANNEXES

ANNEX |: BASELINE TIMELINE AND COLLABORATION WITH MEHE AND CRDP

In December 2021, QITABI 2 team resumed preparations for the basslutywhose

implementation was impeded by the COVID19 outbreak and the resulting school closures in March
2020. The first step consisted in piloting the Arabic, French, English, andddithhat were

developed in January/February 202@ooperation with MEHE and CRDITABI 2 assessment
specialists started with revisions to the tools and conducted a preliminary check of the alignment of
the grades 3 and 6 curriculurhased assessmetaols with the 20212022 abridged curriculdMEHE
developed an abridged curriculum (18 weeks) in 20001 school yeaiin collaboration with CRDP.

The same curriculum was adoptéal use in public schools during ti#921-2022school yearThen,

the QITABI2 team piloed thetools ingrades 2, 3 and 6 in January/February 2022 in 30 public
schools distributed over theightgovernorates across Lebanon. QITABI 2 psychometricians and
statisticians completed the pilot data analysis at the end of February 2022. Based on results, the
QITABI 2assessment and education specialists developed the final versions of the tools. Thd QITA
2 team reviewed and discussed tliraltools with 15 representatives from MEHE/DOPS and CRDP

in March 2022.

Exhibib2: Timeline of the baseline activities

Activity Date

Initial tools development January/February 202
Piloting of tools January/February 202
Data cleaning and analysis February 2022
Tools revision and finalization February/March 2022
QITABI school selection and approval from MEK February/March 2022
Tools finalization workshop with MEHE and CRI March 2022
Training of data collection teams March 2022
Operational daa collection March/April 2022
Data cleaning and analysis May- Aug2022
Reporting of baseline findings September2022

ANNEX IlI: SAMPLING PROCEDURES

The baseline studiargeted a representative sample of the primary public schools in Lebanon, which
constitutes a representative QIBABIRIused adviestagehe pr o €
cluster sampling procedure with schools and students and adopted a randectiGelprocess with

national representation to ensure that the baseline findings would be generalizable to all primary

public schools in Lebanon.

Sample Size Estimate

The QITABI 2 team used data from the QITABI endline (208acquire the standard deviation for
OREF for grade 2, and then compute the sample size for the QITABI 2 baseline (R&i2&)that

both studies havsimilar research objectives, design, and national samples

To compute the sample size for the QITABI 2datine we assumed that the data from QITABI 2
baseline and endline sample would follow a normal distribution with a fixed mean and variance and
that would allow us to draw statistical inference about the difference of two mean scores. The
sample size wasstimated to be representative at the governordéwel with a minimum of 30
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schools per governorate and a minimum detectable effect (MDE) of around 3 (CW\RI) that
the MDE ranged from 2.5 to 3GWMP for most governorates. The sample size estimateBeirut

had | ess t han

30

school s

requirement of at least 10 students in grade 2.

because this governorat

The MDE of around 3 CWPMvould allow QITABI 2 to provide statistical evidence about difference
in studentmean ORF between baseline and endline with a statistical power of 0.80. If mean ORF
score difference between endline and baseline is more than about 3 CWPM, and if baseline and
endline ORF scores follow roughly a normal distribution, then a statistisigihficantly different

mean ORF scores will be detected. However, the statistically significant change in the mean ORF
scores cannot be attributed to the QITABI 2 interventions due to absence of a control group. The
resulting sample size of 272 schoolsulbalso allow for a minimum detectable effect of CWPM

at the national level. The graphs below produced by Stata 17 shows the number of schools needed
to detect gains from 1 to &WPM for each governorate.
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The QITABI 2 team useftata 17 to select the sample of 272 schools using a-staljie stratified

sampling design. Within each governorate, schools were stratified by language (French language and
English language schools) and they were selected using probability propouisizd {PPS)

sampling. Only public schools with a minimum of 10 students in grade 2 were included in the
samplingNote that the 30 public schools that had already participated in the pilot in February/March
2022 were excluded from the selection procese (iif the random selection resulted in the choice

of one of these schools, the selection wasrum, and the school was replaced). Only two of the

pilot schools in Beirut were reselected due to the limited number of public schools in this

governorate, btithe baseline assessments were not administered to the same students who had

participated in the pilot.
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The table below summarizes the number of schools per governorate by language.

% Schools by Languag¢ Number of Schools

Sample Sizz MDE Fr En Fr En
Akkar 34 3 98% 2% 33 1
Baalbeck Herme 34 3 70% 30% 24 10
Beirut 25 5.5 41% 59% 10 15
Begaa 36 3.5 36% 64% 13 23
Mount Lebanon | 38 3 39% 61% 15 23
Nabatieh 34 3.5 34% 66% 12 22
North Lebanon | 36 2.5 95% 5% 34 2
South Lebanon | 35 3 23% 7% 8 27
Total 272 1.1 57% 43% 149 123

In addition to the 272 schools, QITABI 2 team randomly selected 64 replacement schools: 31 French
medium schools and 33 English medium schools. The intent was to use these replacement schools if

an initiallyselected schoolauld notb e vi si ted because of security is
objections, or low enrollmentratesir ades 2, 3 or 6. Ql TABI 2 team r
for both the original and replacement schools.

The team used 24 of the replacement schools for
participate in the assessment, ii) very low enrolment rates in the targeted grades, iii) security issues

and iv) change in the school language of instruciien French medium schools transitioning to

English medium schools). Because of the low enrollment rates in some of the initially selected
replacement schools, QITABI 2 team selected 10 additional French medium replacement schools

and submitted themfor @M HE6s approval . Additionally, the tea
English sectionsdédurs c hool s t hat were originally selected
sample.

Replacement schools were also used to compensate for the loss of data ina§dgheeschools

where students were not assessed in all theee targeted grades. In other terms, the team
conducted assessments in the schools thdtrabt include althree targeted grades but assessed
additional schools in the same governorates to ensure the targeted number of students per grade
wasreached. In total, the actual sampte the baselinéncluded 278 schools, wittour schools

where both the French and Englisactions have been assessed.

Exhibi63: School Sample per Governorate and Language of Instruction

Language of Instruction
Governorate

French ‘ English ‘ French and English ‘
Akkar 33 1
Baalbeck Hermel 25 10
Beirut 8 15 1
Begaa 12 22 2
Mount Lebanon 15 26
Nabatieh 13 21 1
North Lebanon 34 2
South Lebanon 9 28
Total 149 125 4
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As a second stage, the QITABI 2 team selected a random samglad#s 2, 3 and 6 students in

each school:

1 10gade 2 studentsandomly selected to do EGRA/EGMA and respond to the student
guestionnaire, with 5 boys and 5 girls targeted in mixed schools

1 One gade 3 section randomly selected, with all students completing the reading and math
CBA tests, and 10 randomly selected stats(5 boys and 5 girls in mixed schools)
completing the ORBubtaskandstudentquestionnaire

1 One gade 6 section randomly selected, with all students completing the reading and math
CBA tests, and 10 randomly selected studef@oys and 5 girls in mix schools)

completing thestudentquestionnaire

In addition to collecting student assessment data, QITABI 2 team administered questionnaires to
school principals and teacheffhe language (Arabic and French/English) and math teachers of the
selected setions ingrades 2, 3 and 6 were invited to participate in the study.

Exhibi64: In School Sampling Procedures

Classroom  Grade?
Selection

Grade3

Gradeb6

ANNEX 1ll: OVERVIEW OF THE ASSESSMENT TOOLS

10 students for EGR/MA +
guestionnaire

Arabic teacher
French or English teacher

Math teacher

All students for CBA

10 students for ORF + questionnaire
Arabic teacher

French or English teacher

Math teacher

All students for CBA

10 students for questionnaire
Arabic teacher

French or English teacher

Math teacher

The study use@®1 tools, including assessment tools atwhtextualquestionnairesThe same tools
will be used for the endline study of QITABI 2 and are not provided in this reportést security

purposes.
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Exhibi65: Tools Used for the QITABI 2BasStudy

Arabic

French

English

Contextual
Questionnaires

Grade 2 EGRA
Grade 2 EGMA
Grade 3 ORF
Grade 3 Reading
Grade 3 Listening
Comprehension
Grade 3 Math
Grade 6 Reading
Grade 6 Listening
Comprehension

aghrwbdE

© N

10.
11.
12.
13.
14.

15.
16.
17.

Grade 2 EGRA
Grade 2 EGMA
Grade 3 ORF
Grade 3 Reading
Grade 3 Listening
Comprehension
Grade 3 Math
Grade 6 Reading
Grade 6 Listening
Comprehension

19.
20.
21.
22.
23.

24,
25.
26.

Grade 2 EGRA
Grade 2 EGMA
Grade 3 ORF
Grade 3 Reading
Grade 3 Listening
Comprehension
Grade 3 Math
Grade 6 Reading
Grade 6 Listening
Comprehension

28. School principal
questionnaire

29. Language teacher
guestionnaire

30. Math teacher
questionnaire

31. Student
questionnaire

9. Grade 6 Math 18. Grade 6 Math 27. Grade 6 Math

Early Grade Reading Assessment (EGRA)

The grade 2 EGRA tools included six subtasksSilJableSegmentation, 2) etters Sound

Identification, 3Non-word Reading, 4)isteningComprehension, 5Pral ReadingHuency (ORF)

and 6)ReadingComprehension. The QITABI 2 assessment and educat@tialists worked with

the CRDP French and English language specialists to develop the content for these subtasks during a
five-day workshop held in January 2020. They also developed reading passages for the Grade 3 ORF
subtasks in French and English.

For EGRA in Arabic, the QITABI 2 team used the subtasks that were previously developed under
the QITABI EGRA study in 2018. They updated the letter sound subtask and added the listening
comprehension subtask.

Exhibib6: Overview &fGRAubtasks

Subtask | Overview |

The student is invited to listen to a short audio story once and then
asked four questions about this story.

The enumerator reads aloud a list of 10 words (one at a time, each
word twice) and the student is asked to identify and sound out each
syllable in the word.

The student is shown a table of 100 graphemes (letters or group of
letters) arranged in 10 graphemes per row in random order and is
asked to provide the sounds of these graphemes within amirate
period. Note that the English version included single letters only
whereas the French and Arabic versions included bothesietfers
and groups of letters (based on thparticularityof each language).
Diacritics were added to the Arabic language letters in the table.
The student is shown 50 newords and is asked to read as many as
possible in one minute.

The student is given a short passage and is asked to read as many|
words as possible in one minute.

When the studentis done readingthe passage iremoved, and the
enumerator asks comprehension questions relevant to the parts of
passage the student has read.

Listening Comprehension

Syllable Segmentation

Letters Sound Identification

Non-word Reading

Oral Reading Fluency

Reading Comprehension

Early Grade Math Assessment (EGMA)

The Grade 2 EGMA tools included eight subtasks: 1) Number Identification, 2) Number
Discrimination, 3) Missing Number, 4) Addition Level 1, 5) Addition Level 2, 6) Subtraction Level 1,
7) Subtraction Level 2, 8) Word Problems. QITABI 2 assessment sgeciabrked with the CRDP
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Math specialists to develop the content for these subtasks during-aldiyevorkshop held in January
2020. The same content wéisst developed irEnglish and French, since math is taught in the foreign
language of instruction most public schools in Lebanon. At a later stage, the EGMA tool was also
translated into Arabic once the field team reported that matlgiade 2 is taught in Arabic i86 of

the selected schools.

Exhibi67: Overview of EGN#Mbtasks

Subtask Overview

The student is shown a table of 20 numbers (single or-tigit) and is

asked to read as many as possible in one minute.

The student is consecutively shown %6ts of 2 numbers each, includi
Number Discrimination numbers with one, two or three digitsThe student has 5 seconds {
identify and read out loud the bigger number.

The student is consecutively shown 10 sets of numerical sequences, \
Missing Number numbers and 1 entp box each. The student has 5 seconds to identify
missing number.

The student is shown a list of 20 addition operations (addition of-diugt
Addition Level 1 numbers, with no sums greater than 19). The student is asked to sol
many operationgs possible in one minute.

The student is shown a list of 5 addition operations (including a leasta
digit number each, with no sums greater than 70). The student ha
seconds to solve each operation, and the enumerator keepktoddhe
used strategies (i.emental calculation, use of fingers, tick marks or pa
and pencil). Note that this subtask is not administered to students whg
a zero score on Addition Level 1.

The student is shown a list of 20 Iswaction operations (the inverse of
Subtraction Level 1 the addition operations). The student is asked to solve as many
operations as possible in one minute.

The student is shown a list of 5 addition operations (the inverse of the
additionoperations). The student has 30 seconds to solve each opera
Subtraction Level 2 and the enumerator keeps track of the strategies s/he used. Note that
this subtask is not administered to students who get a zero score on
Subtraction Level 1.

The student isnvited to solve 6word problems, using counters and/q
paper and pencil when needed. The enumerator reads the problem ¢
and the student has one minute to respond. The enumerator reports
the strategies used by the student to solve the problem.

* Note that it is accepted that students answer in a language other than the language of administration, except for the
number identification subtask.

Number Identification

Addition Level 2

Word Problems

Curriculum -Based Assessment (CBA)

Thegrades 3 and 6 assessment, whichwgneupa d mi ni st ered, were designed
reading comprehension, listening comprehension, and math skills. Over 40 education and assessment
specialists from QITABI 2, CRDP, and MEHE/DOPS patrticipated in the CBA tools development

process betwer January and March 2020. They followed a nstéfp process that included the

following: 1) development of test specifications, 2) development of test blueprints, 3) development of

two sets of pilot itemsof each of the toolsThe math CBA tools ingrades3 and 6 were first

developed in English and French, then translated into Arabic once the field team id&%ified

schools where math is taught in Arabicgrade 3 and around 3 schools where math is taught in

Arabic ingrade 6.
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Exhibi68: Overview of CBR&adingools

: Reading Reading Listening Listening

AReading ARetrieve A in Grade3 R4in grade3 & in Grade3 28 in Grade3
AListening Anterpret A4 in Grade6 A33to0 36in A in Grade6 A8 in Grade6
Avocabulary AReflect grade6

Exhibi69: Overview @¢IBAMath Toob

Grade 3 Domains Grade 3 Items Grade 6 Domains

ANumber & operations A26items ANumber & operations ~ AdQitems
AGeometry AAlgebra
Avieasurement AGeometry

Avieasurement

Astatistics

Questionnaires with Students, Teachers, and Principals
The QITABI 2 team developed questionnaires addressed to sqtramtipals, teachersind students.

The student questionnaire consists of 36 questions covering the following:

Characteristics such as gender, age, and nationality

Spoken languages and reading habits at home

Learning environment at home, including pdes support and access to technology
Reading activities in the three languages at school

Perceptions towards math learning

Revision sessions at the beginning of the school ygadé¢ 6 only)
Studentsd SEL needs

= =4 =4 =4 -8 -8 -9

The teachemuestionnaires for languages (65 questions) and math (52 questions) cover the
following:

1 Characteristics such as gender, age, qualifications, and teaching experience
9 Participation in training sessions on teaching reading/math and integration of ICT in
education

1 Implementation of learning recovery activities at the beginning of the school year
1 Duration of inperson teaching and percentage of covered curriculum during the-2022
school year
1 Student performance in languages and math, and implementdtiemediation activities
9 Instructional methods and practices for teaching reading and math
T Student s®d SEL needs and teachersd readiness t
1T Teachersd SEL needs and anxiety | evels

The school principal questionnaire consists of 6@gjions covering the following:

1 Characteristics such as gender, age, qualifications, and professional experience
T Student sd gades? Band@&and schioahlanguage of instruction
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1 Learning continuity and student engagement during the 2020 and 20212022 school

years

91 Physical school environment (i.electricity, running water, heating) and support programs

for families

= =4 =

ANNEX 1V: RELIABILITY ESTIMATES
Grade 2 Tests Reliability

Access to technology and libraries at school
Collaboration between the schoa@ndparents to improve learning
Support provided to students with disabilities

The QITABI 2 team calculated th@r o n b a c Hob each aflthp BGRA (Arabic, French and

English) and EGMA tests. TBer o0 n b a c¢ lis@usedioaektimditethe internal consistency reliability
of tests or subtasks. It indicates the extent to which the subtasks or items that are designed to

measure a spdic construct provide consistent scoreghe values for this coefficient range from
0.00 to 1.00, with higher values indicating better (or more desirable) reliaMktyies of 0.80 and
above are considered acceptable for tests such as EG&RAEGMA. Thealues presented iBxhibit
60 indicate strong reliability measures for the EGMA test and medium reliability measures for the

Al pha

EGRA tests.
Exhibi6OEGRA and EGMA Cronbachos
Number of ~
Cronbachd
Instrument Subtasks
EGMA 8 0.85
Arabic EGRA 6 0.67
French EGRA 6 067
English EGRA 6 0.75

Grade 2 Subtasks Guality and reliability

In addition to the test reliability measurehietQITABI 2 team calculatedther on b ac hd s
coefficient andhe subtaskotal correlations for the quality (or discrimination) efch ofthe Grade
2 EGRA and EGMAubtasksand the Grade 3 ORF subtask$he Exhibitsbelow show strong

reliability measureexcept for thefollowingsubtasksSubtracion level 2, Listening comprehension

(Arabic, French, English), Letter Sounds Identification (French)}Wana Reading (Arabic) and
Reading Comprehension (Arabic).

Exhibi61: EGMASubtask<Cronbach Alpha

Subtask ‘ Subtask-Total
Number Identification 0.89
Number Discrimination 0.77
Missing Number 0.5
Addition Level 1 092
Subtraction Level 1 094
Addition Level 2 067
Subtraction Level 2 011
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Subtask ‘ Subtask-Total

Word Problems 0.73

Exhibi62: EGRA SubtaskRs onbachds Al pha

Cronbachos
EGRA Subtask

Arabic ‘ English | French

057 | 053 | 059
Syllable Segmentation 0.80 0.79 0.86
Letters Sound Identificatiof 0.95 0.81 0.57
Non-Word Reading 0.39 0.86 0.91
Oral Reading Fluency 0.94 0.80 0.92
Reading Comprehension 0.39 0.80 0.83

Exhibi63:Gr ade 3 ORF Cronbach&s Al pha

Instrument Gr ade 3 ORF Croﬂ

ArabicORF 090
FrenchORF 0.94
EnglistORF 0.89

The subtasktotal correlatiors for EGRA and EGMWere calculated by correlating the percent
correct scores for each subtask and the grand mean for all subtasks (total sEbeg)provide an
indication of whether the subtask can discriminate between higholiand low achieving
students A value of 0.2 or above is considered acceptaBlethe subtaskiotal correlationsin the
tables below arevell above the minimum standard, indicating high quality subtasks

Exhibib4: EGMA Suask Correlations

Subtask ‘ Subtask-Total

Number Identification 0.79
Number Discrimination 0.70
Missing Number 0.79
Addition Level 1 0.76
Subtraction Level 1 0.75
Addition Level 2 0.74
Subtraction Level 2 0.46
Word Problems 0.66

Exhibi65: EGRA Subtask Tedtalrrelations

Subtask Total -Correlations

EGRA Subtask Arabic English French
Listening Comprehension 0.67 0.66 0.63
Syllable Segmentation 0.66 0.67 0.78
Letters Sound Identification 0.75 0.65 0.73
Non-Word Reading 0.70 0.78 0.76
Oral Reading Fluency 0.72 0.80 0.77
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Subtask Total -Correlations
EGRA Subtask

Arabic English French

Reading Comprehension 0.68 0.73 0.52

ANNEX V: CORRELATIONS BETWEEN SUBTASKS

Pearson correlation coefficients were calculated among8B8&A and EGMA subtasks in Grade 2,
andfor the math, listening and reading comprehension testSrades 3 and 6.

Generally accepted guidelines for interpreting Pearson's correlation coeffieients

Perfect: If the value is near + 1

High degree: If the coefficient value lies between + 0.50 and + 1
Moderate degree: If the value lies between + 0.30 and = 0.49
Low degree: When the value lies below + .29

No correlation: When the value is zero

=A =4 =4 =4 =4

In grade 2, there were high correlations between ORF in Arabic and ORF in French and English, with
Arabic reading comprehension and ORF scores in Arabic, French and English and between ORF and
reading comprehension in English and ORF and reading compiamémgrench.

Exhibi66: Grade 2 EGRAGMA Correlations

= Reading Reading
AYe[o eading ord

ORF Ara OR al| OR e omprene omprene 5
arlapie 0) 0) prene ople
9, O O
eve 0, Arap
; .
ORF Arab 1
OR 0 1
ORF Fre 1
Adaitio
oo 0.393* 0.417* 0.416* 1
Reading
omprehe 0.344* 1
O Arap
Reading
: Prene 0.457* 0.271* 0.428* 1
0
Reading
: Prene 0.384* 0.175* 0.344* 1
Y :.'_ 0.293* 0.301* 0.341* | 0.405* 0.290* 0.357* 0.291* 1

In grade 3, there were high correlations between Arabic meghding comprehension and ORF,
Arabic reading comprehension and ORF English, between English listening comprehension and
French ORF and between ORF Arabic and ORF in French and English.
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Exhibi67: Grade 3 CBBorrelations with ORF Scores

Variables

Comprehension
Arabic Math
Arabic Reading
Comprehension
English Listening
Comprehension
English Math
English Reading
Comprehension
French Listening
Comprehension
French Math
French Reading

Comprehensio

Arabic Listening
Comprehension

Arabic Math

Arabic Reading
Comprehension
English Listening
Comprehension

English Math

English Reading
Comprehension
French Listening
Comprehension

French Math

French Reading
Comprehension

In grade 6, the highest correlations were found between listening and reading comprehension in English
language (0.49) and between math and reading comprehension in Arabic language (0.45)

Exhibi68: Grade 6 CBA Correlations

28 2 32:= |2 JEB g£g2383 3B
5 © c & D& T > £ G % G & S5 0 0 0
< < = O O O
Arab
ening !
omprehe
0
Arah - 0.372 1
Arab
Reading 0.391
omprehe = 1
0
g
ening 0.274 | 0.313 | 0.327 1
0 prehe * * *
0
0.315 0.442 | 0.346
g - * * * 1
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Arabic Listening
Comprehension
Arabic Math

Variables

English
Reading
Comprehens
ion

Comprehension

Arabic Reading
Comprehension

English Math

English Reading

Comprehension

Listening

FrenchMath

French Reading

Comprehension

ORF Arabic

ORF English

ORF French

French
Listening
Comprehens
ion

French Math

French
Reading
Comprehens
ion

ORF English
ORF French

ANNEX VI: GRADE 3 AND 6 READING SCORES BY CONSTRUCT

Exhibi69: Grade 3 ArabReadingoresyConstruct

Domain Construct Raw scores Percent Correct
Range | All Range All
Retrieval 0-10 3.9 0-100 38.6
Reading Comprehensiol Reflection 0-3 0.8 0-100 27.7
Interpretation 0-11 3.5 0-100 31.6

Exhibi70: Grade 3 FrendReadingcoresy Construct

Domain Construct Raw scores Percent Correct
Range All Range All
Retrieval 0-9 2.4 0-100 26.4
Reading Comprehensiol Reflection 0-5 1.0 0-100 20.1
Interpretation 0-10 2.3 0-100 23.0

Exhibi71: Grade 3 Englisteadingscoredy Construct

Domain

Construct

Retrieval

Raw scores

Range

All

Percent Correct

Range

All

Reading Comprehensiol

Reflection

04

1.0

0-100

25.3

Interpretation

0-10

2.5

0-100

24.8
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Exhibi72: Grade 6 ArabReadingoresyConstruct

Domain

Reading Comprehensiol

I Raw scores | Percent Correct
Range All Range All
Retrieval 0-10 4.8 0-100 48.1
Reflection 0-5 2.6 0-100 51.5
Interpretation 0-21 10.3 0-100 49.2

Exhibi73: Grade 6 FrendReadingcoresdy Construct

Domain

Raw scores Percent Correct

Readingcomprehension

Construct Range All Range All
Retrieval 0-12 4.2 0-100 34.9
Reflection 0-6 1.2 0-100 19.8
Interpretation 0-15 4.1 0-100 27.2

Exhibi74: Grade 6 Englisteadingscoredy Construct

Domain

Raw scores Percent Correct

Reading Comprehensiol

Construct Range Al Range All
Retrieval 0-16 6.7 0-100 42.1
Reflection 0-7 2.0 0-100 28.7
Interpretation 0-13 4.0 0-100 30.4
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ANNEX VII: STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE DATA
Exhibif75: StudenCharacteristics and ORF Scores in Grade 2

Student PerformancéPercent Correct)

Options : :
ArabicORF EnglistORF FrenchORF
No 80.8 6.6 12.0 4.1
Yes, always 4.0 4.3 7.1 3.2
Yes, sometimes 15.2 8.3 17.4 6.9
Do you speak French at home? | Yes, always vs No -2.4* -4.8 -0.8
Yes, sometimes vs No 1.6* 5.4 2.8
Yes, sometimes vs Yes, 40 10.3 3 Gk
always
No 73.4 5.6 9.1 4.4
Yes, always 3.8 6.0 14.7 4.2
Yes, sometimes 22.8 10.6 15.5 9.4
Do you speak English at home? | Yes, always vs No 0.4 5.6 -0.2
Yes, sometimes vs No 5.0 6.5 4.9
Yes, sometimes vs Yes, 4.6+ 0.9¥* 5 ok
always ) ) )
No 9.5 2.3 5.1 2.1
Yes, a lot 67.8 8.2 14.1 5.6
Do you like to read? Yes, a little bit 22.7 4.4 8.8 3.2
’ Yes, a lot vs No 5.9%** 9.0*** 3.6%**
Yes, a little bit vs No 2. 1%** 3.7%** 1.1%x
Yes, a little bit vs Yes, a lot -3.8%** -5.4** -25
Are there books in your No 36.2 5.9 10.2 4.1
home? (Do not count Yes 63.8 7.2 12.8 5.1
magazines, newspapers, or
your schoolbooks.) Yes vs No 1.3 2.6™ 1.0
In the last two weeks, did No 55.0 7.2 12.3 5.1
anyone read stories in Arabic Yes 45.0 6.2 11.5 4.2
to you at home? Yes vs No -0.9* -0.7 -0.9*
In the last two weeks, did No 81l.1 7.1 12.1 4.9
anyone read stories in French Yes 18.9 5.2 11.8 4.3
to you at home? Yes vs No -2.0%** -0.3 -0.6
In the last two weeks, did No 76.8 6.4 11.7 4.7
anyone read stories in English Yes 23.2 7.9 125 5.2
to you at home? Yes vs No 1.4* 0.8 0.5
In the last two weeks, did you No 41.7 5.2 10.1 3.8
read stories in Arabic at Yes 58.3 7.9 13.1 54
home? Yes vs No 2.8%* 3.0** 1.6%**
In the last two weeks, did you No 81.3 6.9 12.1 4.4
read stories in French at Yes 18.7 5.9 111 54
home? Yes vs No -1.1 -1.0 1.1*
In the last two weeks, did you No 76.3 6.1 10.3 4.7
read stories in English at Yes 23.7 8.9 145 5.4
home? Yes vs No 2.7 4.3%* 0.7
In the last two weeks, did your No 29.7 6.5 11.5 4.4
Arabic language teacher read Yes 70.3 6.9 12.1 4.9
stories to you in class? Yes vs No 0.4 0.6 0.5
Usually, does your Arabic No 36.8 7.1 13.3 4.6
language teacher give you Yes 63.2 6.6 11.2 4.8
time to read stories alone *
silently in class? Yes vs No 0.5 2.1 0.2
Does your Arabic language No 36.1 6.3 11.2 3.7
teacher ask you questions Yes 63.9 7.0 12.2 53
about a story or book you .
read or heard? Yes vs No 0.7 1.0 L
In the last two weeks, did your No 58.8 6.9 11.6 5.3
French/English language Yes 41.2 6.6 12.3 3.7
teacher read stories to you in .
class? Yes vs No 0.3 06 L
Usually, does your No 50.3 7.0 11.6 4.6
French/English language Yes 49.7 6.6 12.4 4.8
teacher give you time to read
stories alone silently in class? Yes vs No 0.4 08 0.2
No 49.5 6.7 11.1 4.8

QITABI 2 BASELINE REPORT 47



Options

Student PerformancéPercent Correct)

ArabicORF

EnglistORF

FrenchORF

Does your French/English Yes 50.5 6.8 12.9 4.6
language teacher ask you
questions about a story or 0.1 1.8 -0.1
book you read or heard? Yes vs No
Do you have Arabic No 37.6 6.1 10.9 4.3
stories/books in your Yes 62.4 7.2 12.7 5.1
classroom? Yes vs No 1.1* 1.9 0.7
. No 67.1 6.7 11.5 4.8
Yes vs No -0.1 1.3 -0.2
Do you have a library (which No 37.5 5.9 11.2 4.1
means a room with books) in Yes 62.5 7.2 12.7 4.8
your school (outside of the
classroom)? Yes vs No 13 15 08
In this library, do you get to No 54.9 7.5 135 5.2
borrow Arabic books you like Yes 45.1 7.0 11.8 4.4
to read? Yes vs No -0.6 -1.7 -0.8
In this library, do you get to No 64.1 7.7 13.1 5.1
borrow French/English books Yes 35.9 6.6 12.1 4.4
you like to read? Yes vs No -1.1 -0.9 -0.7
No 2.2 4.7 10.3 0.6
Yes, a lot 90.3 7.0 12.3 4.9
Do you like learning math? Yes, a little 7.6 5.0 8.1 3.2
Yes, a lot vs No 2.2 2.1 4,3%**
Yes, a little vs No 0.3 2.1 2.5%%*
Yes, a little vs Yes, a lot -1.9 -4.2 -1.8**
No 8.8 5.2 9.9 2.8
Yes, a lot 80.4 7.1 12.6 5.1
Do you like to solve math Yes, a little 10.8 5.7 8.9 4.1
problems? Yes, a lot vs No 1.9 2.7 2. 3x**
Yes, a little vs No 0.5 -1.0 1.3%**
Yes, a little vs Yes, a lot -1.4 -3.8 -1.0
Do you have a No 59.4 5.8 105 4.2
laptop/computer or Yes 40.6 8.2 13.7 5.8
Ipad/tablet at home? Yes vs No 2.4%** 3.2%** 1.6**
Do you have internet on the No 13.6 8.7 12.8 5.4
computer/laptop or Yes 86.4 8.1 13.8 5.7
Ipad/tablets at home? Yes vs No -0.6 1.0 0.3
No 25.3 6.4 11.5 4.5
Yes, often 15.0 4.9 9.4 34
Does your parent/ guardian Yes, sometimes 59.7 7.3 125 5.2
speak to your teachers or Yes, often vs No -1.5 -2.0 -1.2
school principal? Yes, sometimes vs No 1.0 1.0 0.6
Yes, sometimes vs Yes, 25 3.1 1.8
often
No 12.4 8.3 14.5 4.9
Yes, often 63.1 5.5 10.6 3.9
Does someone at home help Yes, sometimes 24.4 9.2 14.0 7.2
you to study your lessons? Yes, often vs No 2.8 3.9 1.0
Yes, sometimes vs No 1.0%** -0.4 2.3
Yes, sometimes vs Yes, 3.7 35 3.3+
often
My parent(s) 57.8 7.5 134 5.9
Another adult (teacher) 16.1 6.4 10.2 4.8
Siblings 24.2 4.3 7.1 25
Friends 0.2 3.6 0.0 6.4
Other 1.7 6.0 10.8 3.2
Another adult (teacher) vs
If yes, who provides this My parent(s) 11 32 1.2
support? Siblings vs My parent(s) -3.2 -6.3 -34
Friendsvs My parent(s) -4.0 -134 0.5
Other vs My parent(s) -1.6 -2.6 -2.7
Siblings vs Another adult D L -3k - Dk
(teacher) ) ) )
Friends vs Another adult D gk 10, xex 1 G
(teacher) ) ) )
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Options

Student PerformancéPercent Correct)

ArabicORF

EnglistORF FrenchORF

Other vs Another adult 0.5+ 0. S L1 G
(teacher) ) ) )
Friends vs Siblings -0.8 -7.1%** 3.9
Other vs Siblings 1.6 3.7+ 0.6
Other vs Friends 2.4 10.8 -3.2
Do you have a quiet space No 19.8 6.4 111 53
where you can study at home? Yes 80.2 6.9 12.1 4.6
Yes vs No 0.4 1.1 -0.7
No 8.4 6.7 12.6 3.4
Did you miss going to school Yes, a Ipt - 86.3 6.8 12.0 4.8
. . Yes, a little bit 5.3 7.2 9.7 4.8
when it was closed in the last 3
years? Yes, a I_ot VS _No 0.1 -0.6 1.4
Yes, a little bit vs No 0.5 -2.9 1.4
Yes, a little bit vs Yes, a lot 0.5 -2.3 -0.0
No 4.6 4.3 7.8 3.5
Yes, a lot 87.3 6.9 12.4 4.8
Yes, dittle bit 8.2 7.0 10.6 5.0
Do you feel happy these days? Yes, a lot vs No 2.6** 4.5* 1.3
Yes, a little bit vs No 2.8%* 2.8* 1.5
Yes, a little bit vs Yes, a lot 0.1 -1.7 0.2
Lebanon 91.0 6.6 12.0 4.9
Syria 6.8 8.4 12.0 3.5
Palestine 1.4 8.0 10.9 0.5
Irag 0.2 5.1 9.9 1.0
Other 0.6 6.7 16.0 0.3
Syria vs Lebanon 1.7 0.0 -1.4
Palestine vs Lebanon 1.3 -1.1 -4.4
From which country are you? Iraq vs Lebanon -1.6 2.1 -3.9
Other vs Lebanon 0.1 4.0 -4.6
Palestine vs Syria -0.4 -1.1 -3.0%**
Iraq vs Syria -3.3 2.1 -2 5+
Other vs Syria -1.6 4.0 -3.1%**
Iraq vs Palestine -2.9 -1.0 0.5%**
Other vs Palestine -1.2 5.1 -0.2%**
Other vs Iraq 1.7 6.1 -0.7***
6 1.1
7 36.1
8 37.8
9 145
How old are you? 10 8.2
11 1.4
12 0.7
13 0.2
14 0.1
Male 50.6 6.1 11.1 4.1
Student Gender Female 49.4 7.4 13.0 5.3
Female vs Male 1.3* 1.9 1.3*

Exhibif76: Student Characteristics and CBA Scores in Grade 3

StudentPerformancegPercent Correct)

Options ‘ Sl ‘ Arabic French English

No 85.8 36.4 25.2 30.2 33.0

Yes, always 1.9 31.9 27.1 22.9 28.7
Do you speak French at Yes, sometimes 12.4 35.9 27.0 345 34.8
home? Yes, alway_s vs No -4.5 2.0 -7.3%** -4.4

Yes,sometimes vs No -0.5 1.8 4 3*** 1.8

Yes, sometimes vs Yes, 40 01 116 6.1

always

No 72.8 34.0 25.3 27.0 31.3
Do you speak English at Yes, aIway; 2.0 37.4 34.1 36.9 37.7
home? Yes, sometimes 25.2 42.8 29.4 335 38.0

Yes, always vs No 3.5 8.8* 9.9*% 6.4

Yes, sometimes vs No 8.9 4.2*% 6.5* 6.7
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StudentPerformancegPercent Correct)
Arabic French English Math

Options

Yes, sometimes vs Yes, 5 4 7w -3 g 0,34+
always ) ' ) )
No 8.4 29.5 224 25.1 27.6
Yes, a lot 67.1 38.3 26.7 31.1 34.1
Yes, a little bit 24.5 32.9 23.8 29.3 32.3
Do you like to read? Yes, a lot vs No 8.8*** 4.2* 6.1%** 6.5%**
Yes, a little bit vs No 3.4+ 1.4* 4.2%%* 4.8%**
l\(()(:s, a little bit vs Yes, a 54 29 1.9* -1 g+
Are there books in your No 39.9 34.6 24.5 27.2 30.9
home? (Do not count Yes 60.1 37.5 26.6 31.8 34.8
magazines, newspapers, or
your schoolbooks.) Yes vs No 3.0 2.2% 4.6+ 3.5
In the last two weeks, did No 58.4 36.6 24.7 30.6 33.2
anyone read stories in Arabic Yes 41.6 35.9 27.1 29.8 33.1
to you at home? Yes vs No -0.7 2.4** -0.8 -0.1
In the last two weeks, did No 85.4 37.1 25.3 30.3 33.5
anyone read stories in French Yes 14.6 32.3 26.6 31.4 30.8
to you at home? Yes vs No -4 ,8*** 1.4 1.1 -2.8*
In the last two weeks, did No 79.7 35.6 25.5 29.3 32.3
anyone read stories in English Yes 20.3 39.3 28.5 31.9 36.9
to you at home? Yes vs No 3.7%* 3.0 2.6 4.6%+*
In the last two weeks, did you No 39.9 32.8 24.2 28.3 30.5
read stories in Arabic at Yes 60.1 38.6 26.7 31.2 34.8
home? Yes vs No 5.7%* 2.6%** 2.9* 4.3%*
In the last two weeks, did you No 83.1 36.3 24.7 30.3 33.2
read stories in French at Yes 16.9 36.6 27.9 317 32.6
home? Yes vs No 0.3 I 1.4 -0.6
In the last two weeks, did you No 74.7 34.9 25.3 27.8 32.0
read stories in English at Yes 25.3 40.3 31.9 33.1 36.4
home? Yes vs No 5.4%*x 6.6%** 5.3%** 4.4%+*
In the last two weeks, did No 37.6 37.0 25.3 31.1 34.4
your Arabic language teacher Yes 62.4 36.0 25.9 29.8 32.5
read stories to you in class? Yes vs No -1.0 0.6 -1.4 -1.8*
Usually, does your Arabic No 29.9 36.8 25.4 30.3 33.1
language teacher give you Yes 70.1 36.1 25.8 30.3 33.1
time to read stories alone
silently in class? Yes vs No -0.7 04 0.0 01
Does your Arabic language No 32.2 35.3 25.3 30.9 32.7
teacher ask you questions Yes 67.8 36.8 25.7 30.1 33.5
about a story or book you
read or heard? Yes vs No 15 04 -0.9 08
In the last two weeks, did No 62.4 36.6 25.9 30.1 33.7
your French/English language | Yes 37.6 36.0 25.2 30.3 32.3
teacher read stories to you in
class? Yes vs No -0.6 -0.6 02 1.5
Usually, does your No 44.6 36.3 25.4 29.7 335
French/English language Yes 55.4 36.3 25.9 30.5 32.8
teacher give you time to read
stories alone silently in class? | Yes vs No 0.1 05 08 0.7
Does your French/English No 45.0 36.0 25.0 29.2 325
language teacher ask you Yes 55.0 36.7 26.3 31.0 33.7
questions about a story or
book you read or heard? Yes vs No 0.7 13 1.8 11
Do you have Arabic No 44.9 35.0 255 29.7 31.7
stories/books in your Yes 55.1 37.3 25.8 30.3 34.4
classroom? Yes vs No 2.3* 0.3 0.6 2.7*
. No 71.0 36.0 25.3 29.4 32.3
sDt‘;X;’S“iﬂe;fufrc‘?;‘;’shfo”n%fh Yes 29.0 36.2 26.1 314 345
Yes vs No 0.2 0.8 2.0 2.2*
Do you have a library (which No 33.1 34.8 25.7 30.7 32.3
means a room with books) in Yes 66.9 36.7 25.6 29.7 33.0
your school (outside of the
classroom)? Yes vs No 1.8 0.1 -1.0 0.7
In this library, do you get to No 60.6 36.9 25.9 30.1 33.0
borrow Arabic books you like Yes 39.4 36.3 255 29.0 32.8
to read? Yes vs No -0.6 -0.4 -1.1 -0.3
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StudentPerformancegPercent Correct)

Options Arabic French English

‘ Obs % ‘

In this library, do you get to No 71.4 37.2 255 30.0 33.1
borrow French/English books Yes 28.6 35.7 26.3 28.9 32.4
you like to read? Yes vs No -1.5 0.8 -1.0 -0.8

No 1.9 34.5 26.5 31.8 29.5

Yes, a lot 91.2 36.5 25.7 30.2 335
Do you like learning math? Yes, a little 7.0 34.7 23.5 30.9 30.2

' Yes, a lot vs No 1.9 -0.7 -1.6 4.0

Yes, a little vs No 0.2 -2.9 -0.9 0.7

Yes, a little vs Yes, a lot -1.8 -2.2 0.7 -3.3

No 6.7 32.7 23.5 28.0 28.8

Yes, a lot 82.6 36.8 26.0 30.3 33.7
Do you like to solve math Yes, a little 10.7 34.9 23.6 31.6 31.7
problems? Yes, a lot vs No 4.1* 2.5 2.3 5.0%**

Yes, a little vs No 2.2* 0.1 3.6 2.9%+*

Yes, a little vs Yes, a lot -1.9 -2.4 1.3 2.1
Do you have a No 57.2 35.3 25.2 27.8 32.0
laptop/computer or Yes 42.8 37.7 26.5 32.7 34.7
Ipad/tablet at home? Yes vs No 2.4*%* 1.3 4.9%+* 2.7+
Do you have internet on the No 10.0 38.1 24.7 30.2 35.3
computer/laptop or Yes 90.0 37.6 26.8 32.9 34.6
Ipad/tablets at home? Yes vs No -0.5 2.1 2.7 -0.7

No 27.4 36.6 25.5 31.4 32.7

Yes, often 11.2 33.9 24.6 27.5 31.6
Does your parent/ guardian Yes, sometimes 61.3 36.6 25.8 30.0 33.6
speak to your teachers or Yes,often vs No -2.7 -0.8 -3.9 -1.2
school principal? Yes, sometimes vs No 0.0 0.3 -14 0.8

Yes, sometimes vs Yes,

often 2.7 1.1 2.6 2.0

No 12.5 39.2 25.2 32.1 34.7

Yes, often 61.0 34.4 24.8 28.7 319
Does someone at home help Yes,sometimes 26.5 39.3 28.2 32.2 35.3
you to study your lessons? Yes, often vs No -4.8** -0.4 -34 -2.8*

Yes, sometimes vs No 0.2** 3.0 0.2 0.6*

Yes, sometimes vs Yes, 5.0 3.3 36 34

often

My parent(s) 55.5 37.1 26.7 30.4 34.1

Another adult (teacher) 194 34.7 25.2 27.2 30.5

Siblings 214 34.5 24.5 31.2 32.9

Friends 0.3

Other 3.5

Another adult (teacher) vs 23 15 32 3.6+

My parent(s)

Siblings vs My parent(s) -2.6 -2.2 0.8 -1.2**

. . Friendsvs My parent(s)

guype;ér\;\’/?ho provides this O_thgr vs My parent(s)

Siblings vs Another adult 03 07 4.0 24

(teacher)

Friends vs Another adult

(teacher)

Other vs Another adult

(teacher)

Friends vs Siblings

Other vs Siblings

Other vs Friends
Do you have a quiet space No 20.4 34.4 26.0 28.7 31.3
where you can study at Yes 79.6 36.8 255 30.6 33.6
home? Yes vs No 2.4* -0.4 1.9 2.3*

No 7.6 31.3 23.0 31.6 315

Yes, a lot 84.3 37.0 25.9 30.2 334
Did you miss going to school Yes, a little bit 8.1 33.9 24.8 29.4 325
when it was closed in the last Yes, a lot vs No 5.6** 2.9 -1.4 1.9
3 years? Yes, a little bit vs No 2.6%* 1.8 -2.3 1.1

l\((:s, a little bit vs Yes, a 30 12 0.9 0.8

No 4.6 334 25.0 29.1 29.5
Do you feel happy these days? | Yes, a lot 83.8 36.5 25.7 30.4 33.5

Yes, a little bit 11.5 36.1 25.7 29.7 325
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Options

StudentPerformancegPercent Correct)

Arabic

French

English

Yes, a lot vs No 3.1 0.7 1.3 4.0*
Yes, a little bit vs No 2.7 0.7 0.6 3.0*
l\({)t;,\s, a little bit vs Yes, a 04 0.0 07 10
Lebanon 88.5 35.4 25.5 30.3 32.7
Syria 9.5 44.2 27.6 29.5 36.2
Palestine 1.2 41.6 14.3 32.2 38.6
Iraq 0.1 44.0 18.8 21.2 44.1
Other 0.6 46.8 28.5 33.2 37.3
Syria vs Lebanon 8.9%** 2.1 -0.8 3.4*
Palestine véebanon 6.2%** -11.2 1.9 5.8*
From which country are you? Irag vs Lebanon 8.6%** -6.7 -9.1 11.4*
Other vs Lebanon 171 5% 3.0 2.9 4.6*
Palestine vs Syria -2.7 -13.3* 2.7 2.4
Iraq vs Syria -0.2 -8.8* -8.3 8.0
Other vs Syria 2.6 0.9* 3.7 1.2
Irag vs Palestine 2.4 4 5*** -11.0%** 5.6
Other vs Palestine 5.3 14 2%** 1.0%** -1.2
Other vs Iraq 2.8 9.8 12.0 -6.8

Exhibif77: Student Characteristics and CBA Scores in Grade 6

Options Obs (%) Student PerformancéPercent Correct)
Arabic French English Math
No 37.9
Yes, always 0.9 39.8 40.8 34.6 30.5
Do you speak French at Yes, sometimes 16.6 47.9 34.1 38.8 33.1
home? Yes, always vs No -5.8 115 -3.4 -1.5
Yes,sometimes vs No 2.4 4.8 0.9 1.2
Yes, sometimes vs Yes, always 8.1 6.7+ 4.2 2.6
No 61.6 44.0 30.1 34.5 313
Yes, always 1.9 51.0 38.9 54.2 36.9
Do you speak English at Yes, sometimes 36.5 48.8 35.3 39.5 33.4
home? Yes, alway§ vs No 7.0* 8.8 19.8** 5.6*
Yes, sometimes vs No 4.8* 5.2 5.0** 2.1*
*kk *%k%k *kk
Yes, sometimes vs Yes, always 2.2 -3.6 -14.8 3.5%%*
No 6.5 41.4 34.8 325 33.2
Yes, a lot 46.0 46.3 30.9 38.7 315
Do you like to read? Yes, a little bit 47.5 46.1 30.7 38.0 32.7
Yes, a lot vs No 4.8* -3.9 6.2** -1.6
Yes, a little bit vs No 4.7* -4.1 5.6** -0.5
Yes, a little bit vs Yes, a lot -0.1* -0.2 -0.7** 1.1
Are there books in your No 38.8 43.7 28.8 35.7 31.1
home? (Do not count Yes 61.2 47.3 32.8 39.0 32.8
magazines, newspapers, or
your schoolbooks.) Yes vs No 8.7 4.0 3.2% L
In the last two weeks, did No 80.6 46.3 314 38.1 32.3
anyone read stories in Arabic Yes 194 44.5 29.2 37.0 315
to you at home? Yes vs No -1.8 -2.2* -1.1 -0.8
In the last two weeks, did No 93.3 46.2 31.1 37.9 32.3
anyone read stories in French Yes 6.7 41.2 30.6 40.4 30.1
to you at home? Yes vs No -5.0%** -0.5 2.5 -2.2%
In the last two weeks, did No 88.8 46.0 30.8 37.8 32.1
anyone read stories in English | Yes 11.2 45.0 34.0 38.4 32.6
to you at home? Yes vs No -1.1 3.2 0.7 0.5
In the last two weeks, did you No 35.6 43.0 31.8 37.5 32.1
read stories in Arabic at Yes 64.4 47.5 30.6 38.1 32.2
home? Yes vs No 4 5%+ -1.2 0.5 0.1
In the last two weeks, did you No 83.8 45.9 29.7 38.0 32.3
read stories in French at Yes 16.2 46.2 34.0 34.3 31.6
home? Yes vs No 0.3 4,.3*** -3.7 -0.7
In the last two weeks, did you No 77.0 45.6 30.5 36.4 31.9
read stories in English at Yes 23.0 47.0 36.6 40.3 33.1
home? Yes vs No 1.4 6.1 *** 3.9%** 1.1
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Options Obs (%) Student Performancéercent Correct)
Arabic French English Math
Did your teachers revise No 13.8 44.9 29.3 37.2 31.3
lessons from last year at the Yes 86.2 46.2 31.3 38.1 32.3
beginning of the school year? Yes vs No 1.3 2.0 0.9 1.0
Arabic selected 73.2
Arabic not selected 26.8
For which subjects did you French/Englistselected 72.5
review lessons? French/Englismot selected 275
Math selected 70.9
Math not selected 29.1
No 2.9 43.7 325 35.3 30.6
fter th - | did Yes, a little 37.4 46.4 30.1 37.8 317
Cotlf;éefr;eg’f;‘:g casses, A4 [Ves, alot 59.8 46.1 319 385 327
lessons for grade 62 Yes, a little vs No 2.7 -2.3 2.6 1.1
Yes, a lot vs No 2.4 -0.6 3.2 2.2
Yes, a lot vs Yes, a little -0.3 1.7 0.7 1.0
In the last two weeks, did No 60.8 46.4 30.9 37.8 31.8
your Arabic language teacher Yes 39.2 45.2 31.4 38.0 32.7
read stories to you in class? Yes vs No -1.2 0.5 0.1 1.0
Usually, does your Arabic No 31.6 47.0 30.5 37.7 31.9
language teacher give you Yes 68.4 45.4 31.2 37.9 32.3
time to read stories alone
silently in class? Yes vs No -16 08 03 04
Does your Arabic language No 31.8 47.4 31.8 37.3 32.9
teacher ask you questions Yes 68.2 45.2 30.7 38.2 31.8
about a story or book you
read or heard? Yes vs No 2.2 11 0.9 1.1
In the last two weeks, did No 74.0 46.4 30.5 38.6 31.8
your French/English language Yes 26.0 44.8 32.9 36.3 33.2
teacher read stories to you in
class? Yes vs No -16 24 2.3 1.3
Usually, does your No 44.5 47.4 30.9 38.0 32.3
French/English language Yes 55.5 44.9 31.2 37.8 32.0
teacher give you time to read
stories alone silently in class? Yes vs No -2.5% 03 0.2 -0.3
Does your French/English No 43.7 47.0 30.4 38.3 324
language teacher ask you Yes 56.3 45.2 31.6 37.7 32.0
questions about a story or
book you read or heard? Yes vs No -1.8* 1.2 -0.5 -0.4
Do you have Arabic No 53.7 44.2 30.9 36.0 31.8
stories/books in your Yes 46.3 47.9 31.3 40.0 32.6
classroom? Yes vs No 3.7%* 0.3 4.0* 0.8
. No 86.9 45.5 31.2 37.6 32.0
SDtgrﬁ’eO:izi/‘geufgfgs":fo”rg'?'w Yes 13.1 47.3 29.9 39.8 33.0
Yes vs No 1.7 -1.3 2.2 0.9
Do you have a library (which No 26.3 44.2 30.6 38.3 31.7
means a room with books) in Yes 73.7 46.2 31.3 36.7 32.1
your school (outside of the
classroom)? Yes vs No 21 0.7 1.6 04
In this library, do you get to No 68.1 46.1 32.2 36.1 325
borrow Arabic books you like Yes 31.9 46.4 29.8 38.0 31.3
to read? Yes vs No 0.2 -2.3 1.8 -1.2
In this library, do you get to No 82.4 46.2 31.3 36.5 32.4
borrow French/English books Yes 17.6 46.2 31.3 37.8 31.0
you like to read? Yes vs No -0.0 -0.0 1.3 -1.4
No 9.4 44.7 30.8 36.5 30.1
Yes, a lot 63.6 45.6 31.2 37.3 325
Do you like learning math? Yes, a little 27.1 47.0 30.7 39.9 32.2
’ Yes, a lot vs No 1.0 0.4 0.8 2.4*%
Yes, a little vs No 2.3 -0.1 3.4 2.1*
Yes, a little vs Yes, a lot 1.3 -0.5 2.6 -0.3
No 20.9 46.9 32.0 38.7 31.0
Yes, a lot 49.5 45.4 31.2 36.9 32.9
Do you like to solve math Yes, a little 29.5 46.3 30.2 39.0 31.8
problems? Yes, a lot vs No -1.5 -0.9 -1.7 2.0*
Yes, a little vs No -0.6 -1.9 0.3 0.8*
Yes, a little vs Yes, a lot 0.9 -1.0 2.1 -1.1
No 58.6 45.0 29.6 35.7 315
Yes 41.4 47.3 334 40.5 33.2
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Options

Obs (%)

Student Performancéercent Correct)

Arabic

French

English

Math

Do you have a

laptop/computer or 2.4* 3.8%** 4. 7%** 1.7%
Ipad/tablet at home? Yes vs No
Do you have internet on the No 9.7 48.1 30.2 38.2 30.7
computer/laptop or Yes 90.3 47.2 33.9 40.6 33.4
Ipad/tablets at home? Yes vs No -0.9 3.7 2.4 2.8
No 24.8 46.9 30.1 38.9 32.1
di Yes, often 13.1 44.0 31.1 36.6 314
SDS’:;kﬁ‘;”;opué}rtee”iﬁgf‘sr o'ra“ Yes, sometimes 62.1 46.0 31.3 37.6 32.4
school principal? Yes, often \_/No -2.9 1.0 -2.3 -0.7
Yes, sometimes vs No -0.9 1.2 -1.3 0.3
Yes, sometimes vs Yes, often 1.9 0.2 1.0 1.0
No 28.3 48.4 32.1 39.4 32.9
Yes, often 38.1 42.6 29.8 34.2 31.0
Does someone at home help Yes,sometimes 33.5 47.7 31.8 40.3 32.9
you to study your lessons? Yes, often vs No -5.,9%** -2.3 -5.2** -1.9*
Yes, sometimes vs No -0.8*** -0.3 0.9** 0.0*
Yes, sometimes vs Yes, often 5.1 2.0 6.0 1.9
My parent(s) 40.4 45.6 32.0 38.7 32.0
Another adult (teacher) 20.7 42.0 29.3 34.4 30.9
Siblings 33.7 46.3 30.3 37.6 32.6
Friends 0.7 37.9 31.6 25.7 29.5
Other 4.6 43.7 27.2 35.2 30.5
Another adult (teacher) vs My 36 27 42 11
parent(s)
If yes, who provides this Siblings vs My parent(s) 0.6 -1.7 -1.1 0.6
support? Friends vs My parent(s) -7.8 -0.3 -13.0 -2.5
Other vs My parent(s) -1.9 -4.7 -3.5 -1.5
Siblings vs Another adult (teacher) 4.2 1.0 3.1 1.6
Friends vs Another adult (teacher) -4.2 2.4 -8.7 -1.4
Other vs Another adult (teacher) 1.7 -2.0 0.8 -0.5
Friends vs Siblings -8.4 1.3 -11.8%+* -3.1
Other vs Siblings -2.6 -3.0 A 2.1
Other vs Friends 5.8 -4.4 9.5 1.0
Do you have a quiet space No 20.2 45.5 294 36.0 31.8
where you can study at Yes 79.8 46.0 31.4 38.3 32.3
home? Yes vs No 0.5 2.0* 24 0.4
No 17.1 41.4 30.5 37.7 315
Did you miss going to school Yes, do_t _ 55.5 46.3 31.6 375 32.3
when it was closed in the last Yes, a little bit 27.4 48.1 30.3 38.8 32.4
3 years? Yes, a I_ot 'S No 4.9*** 1.1 -0.3 0.8
Yes, a little bit vs No 6.7%** -0.2 1.1 0.8
Yes, a little bit vs Yes, a lot 1.8%** -1.3 1.3 0.0
No 12.7 44.7 29.6 34.2 31.6
Yes, a lot 51.9 46.0 31.2 38.2 32.2
Do you feel happy these days? Yes, a little bit 35.4 46.3 315 38.3 32.3
Yes, a lot vs No 1.3 1.6 4.0* 0.7
Yes, a little bit vs No 1.6 1.9 4.1* 0.7
Yes, a little bit vs Yes, a lot 0.3 0.3 0.1 0.1
Lebanon 88.7 45.4 31.0 38.4 32.1
Syria 8.8 50.1 30.8 35.3 33.2
Palestine 2.0 46.4 33.3 32.0 315
Iraq 0.1 62.2 42.1 39.0 36.7
Other 0.4 59.1 . 32.4 36.8
Syria vs Lebanon 4.7 -0.2 -3.0 1.2
Palestine véebanon 1.0** 2.3 -6.4 -0.6
From which country are you? Irag vs Lebanon 16.8** 11.1 0.6 4.7
Other vs Lebanon 13.8** 2.5 -6.0 4.7
Palestine vs Syria -3.6 11.3 -3.4 -1.8
Irag vs Syria 12.2 8.8 3.6 3.5
Other vs Syria 9.1 -3.0 3.6
Irag vs Palestine 15.8** 7.0 5.2
Other vs Palestine 12.7** 0.4 5.3
Other vs Iraq -3.1 -6.6 0.1
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